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Referred to the Committee of the Whole
House.

Mr. JENNINGS: Committee on Claims.
H.R.8614. A bill for the relief of the Queen
City PBrewing Co.; without amendment
(Rept. No. 2011). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House.

My, PATTON: Committee on Claims., H.R.
8639. A bill for the relief of Herman Weinert,
Jr., M. D.; with an amendment (Rept. No.
2012). Referred to the Committee of the
Whale House.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
» severally referred as follows:

By Mr. BURDICK:

H.R.5569. A bill to create an Indian Claims
Commission, to provide for the powers,
duties, and function thereof, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Indian Af-
fairs.

By Mr. COLE of New York:

H.R.5570. A bill to provide that the term
of office of the Governor of Puerto Rico shall
expire 60 days from the enactment of this
act and at the end of each 4-year period
thereafter; to the Committee on Insular Af-
fairs.

By Mr. RAMSPECK:

H.R.5571. A bill to omit or defer the re-
quired 5-year valuation of the civil-service
retirement and disability fund for the dura-
tion of the present war and for 1 year there-
after; to the Committee on the Civil Service.

By Mr. FIEH:

H. Con.Res. 103. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congress concerning
hourly minimum wage standards; to the
Committee on Banking and Currency.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ROBINSON of Utah:

H.R.5572. A bill for the relief of Thomas
Sumner; to the Committee on Claims.

H.R.5573. A bill for the relief of Ern
Wright; to the Committee on Claims.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

6228. By Mr. LUTHER A. JOHNSON: Pe-
tition of Rex B. Cruse, teacher of vocational
agriculture, Ennis Independent School Dis=
trict, Ennis, Tex., favorlng House bill 5079; to
the Committee on Education.

6227. By Mr. JOSEPH M. PRATT: Resolu-
tion of the Chamber of Commerce and Board
of Trade of Fhiladelphia on continuing the
old-age and survivors insurance tax at 1
percent; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

6228. By the SPEAKER: Petition of James
R. Allen, protesting on constitutional grounds
his incarceration and denial of appeal; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

SENATE

Moxpay, DECEMBER 4, 1944

(Legislative day of Tuesday, November
21, 1944)

The Senate met at 12 o'clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Rev. Frederick E. Reissig, D. D.,
executive secretary, Washington Feder-
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ation of Churches, Washington, D. C,,
offered the following prayer:

Eternal God, we come again to Thee
today out of necessity; where else can
we go, for Thou alone hast words of life
for us, Thy bewildered and seeking chil-
dren.

We come penitently, for our sins are
ever before us, and our failures ever re-
mind us that we have forgotten that
without Thee we can do nothing.

We come soberly, for we walk in the
valley of tragedy and tribulation. The
sorrow of our homes is more than we
can bear alone; the dangers are greater
than we can encounter without Thy
companionship; the temptations are be-
yond our own strength to resist; the bur-
dens and cares and responsibilities are
heavier than we can carry alone.

But, our Father, we come to Thee this
hour, not only in penitence and sober-
ness but also hopefully. Thou art the
God of ages past and our hope for years
to come. Thou dost go before us with
light to dispel the darkness, with wis-
dom to overcome our ignorance, with
power to overcome all that would hinder
and stay us from doing Thy will.

We commit ourselves and our Nation
and all Thy children to Thy keeping and
leading. We have no fear in Thy pres-
ence,

In the name of Him who walked even
to the Cross with fortitude and hope.
Amen,

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESIDENT
PRO TEMPORE

The Secretary, Edwin A, Halsey, read
the following letter:
UNITED STATES SENATE,
PRESIDENT FRO TEMPORE,
Washington, D. C., December 4, 1944.
To the Senate;
Being temporarily absent from the Senate,
I appoint Hon, EENNETH McKELLAR, & Sen-
ator from the Btate of Tennessee, to perform
the duties of the Chair during my absence.
CARTER GLASS,
President pro tempore.

Mr., McEKELLAR, thereupon took the
chair as Acting President pro tempore,

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. HiLr, and by unani-
mous consent, the reading of the Journal
of the proceedings of the calendar day
Friday, December 1, 1944, was dispensed
with, and the Journal was approved.

-MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILLS

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were commu-
nicated to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one
of his secretaries, who also announced
that on November 29, 1944, the President
had approved and signed the following
acts:

8. 887. An act conferring jurisdiction upon
the United States District Court for the
Western District of Virginia to hear, deter-
mine, and render judgment upon the claims
of John Weakley and Reila Moyer;

5.1226. An act for the relief of Charles T.
Allen;

S.1365. An,act for the relief of J. C.
Drewry;

S.1451. An act to amend the act entitled
“An act for the confirmation of the title to
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the Saline lands in Jackson County, State of
Illinois, to D. H. Brush, and others,"” approved
March 2, 1861;

8. 1465. An act for the relief of Dr. A. R.
Adams;

B. 1477. An act for the relief of Carl M.
Frasure;

B8.1501. An act for the relief of the Rau
Motor Sales Co.;

B.1572. An act for the relief of Frank Rob-
ertson,

8.1605. An act for the relief of Mr. and
Mrs. John Borrego; Mr. and Mrs. Joe Silva;
the legal guardian of Frank Borrego; the
legal guardian of Rueben Silva; and the legal
guardian of Rudolph Silva;

8.1665. An act to relieve certain employees
of the Veterans' Administration from finan-
cial liability for certain overpayments and
allow such credit therefor as is necessary in
the accounts of -Guy F. Allen, chief disburs-
ing officer;

5.1709. An act for the relief of Mrs. Clark
Gourley, administratrix of the estate of Clark
Gourley;

8.1717. An act for the relief of Luella F.
Stewart;

- % 1763, An act for the relief of the Square
0.

8.1766. An act for the relief of C. C. Thorn-
ton;

8.1776. An act for the rellef of L. O.
Gregory;

S5.1905. An act for the relief of the estate
of Walney A. Colvin, deceased;

5.1983. An act for the relief of Mrs. Anna
Runnebaum;

8.1995. An act for the relief of Fred A.
Dimler and Gwendolyn E. Dimler, his wife;

5.2007, An act for the relief of Lum
Jacobs;

S.2031. An act for the relief of Lt. (T) P, J.
Voorhies; and

5.2089, An act for the relief of Irma S.
Sheridan, postmaster at Rockville, Oreg.
lmguSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr, McLeod, one of its
clerks, announced that the House had
passed without amendment the bill (S.
2004) to amend the act entitled “An act
to mobilize the production facilities of
small business in the interests of success=
ful prosecution of the war, and for other
purnoses,” approved June 11, 1942,

The message also announced that the
House had disagreed to the amendment
of the Senate to the bill (H. R. 3732) to
repeal the prohibition against the filling
of a vacancy in the office of district
judge in the district of New Jersey; asked
a conference with the Senate on the dis=-
agreeing votes of the two Houses there=
on, and that Mr. Sumners of Texas, Mr.
WarTter, and Mr. HaNCOCK were ap-
pointed managers on the part of the
House at the conference.

The message further announced that
the House had disagreed to the amend-
ments of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
4485) authorizing the construction of
certain public works on rivers and har-
bors for flood control, and for other
purposes; agreed to the conference asked
by the Senate on the disagreeing votes
of the two Houses thereon, and that Mr,
WaITTINGTON, Mr. ArLEN of Louisiana,
Mr. ErriorT, Mr. Crason, and Mr, CURTIS
were appointed managers on the part of
the House at the conference.

CREDENTIALS

"The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate the creden-
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tials of CrarLEs W. ToBeY, chosen a Sen-
ator from the State of New Hampshire
for the term commencing January 3,
1945, which were read and ordered to be
filed, as follows:
StAaTE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE,
Executive Department.
To the PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE OF THE
UNITED STATES:

This is to certify that on the T7th day of
November 1944, CHArLEs W. ToBeEy was duly
chosen by the gualified electors of the State
of New Hampshire a Senator from said State
to.represent said State in the Senate of the
United States for the term of 6 years, begin-
ning on the 3d day of January 1945.

Witness: His Excellency our Governor
Robert O. Blood, and our seal hereto affixed
this 22d day of November 1914,

Ey the Governor:

Rosert O. BLOOD,
Governor.
EnocH D. FULLER,
Secretary of State.

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, I
present the credentials of my colleague,
the junior Senator from Wisconsin, for
appropriate disposition.

The credentials of ALEXANDER WILEY,
chosen a Senator from the State of Wis-
consin for the term commencing Janu-
ary 3, 1945, were read and ordered to be
filed, as follows:

UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
THE STATE oF WISCONSIN,
Ezecutive Department.
To the PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE OF THE
UNTTED STATES:

This is to certify that on the 7th day of
November 1944, ALEXANDER WILEY was duly
chosen by the qualified electors of the State

[SEAL]

of Wisconsin a Senator from said State to-

represent sald State in the Senate of the
United States for the term of 6 years, com-
mencing on the 3d day of January 1945.

In testimony whereof, I have hereunto set
my hand and caused the great seal of the
State of Wisconsin to be affixed. Done at
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the capitol, In the city of Madison, this

29th day of Novembear, in the year of our

Lord 1944.

By the Governor:
WaALTER S. GOODLAND,
Governor,

Frep R. ZIMMERMAN,

Secretary of State.

Mr. BROOKS. Mr. President, I have
the pleasure of sending to the desk the
credentials of my colleague the senior
Senator from Illinois [Mr. Lucas], who
has been honored by the people of Illi-
nois by reelection to the Senate of the
United States for a second term, com-
mencing January 3, 1945,

The credentials were read and ordered
to be filed, as follows:

STATE OF ILLINOIS
To the PRESIDENT OF THE SENATE OF THE UNITED
STATES:

This 15 to certify that on the Tth day of
November, 1944, Scorr W. Lucas was duly
chosen by the qualified electors of the State
of Illinois, a Senator from said State,
to represent said State in the Senate of
the United States for the term of 6 years,
beginning on the 3d day of January 1945.

Witness: His Excellency our Governor,
Dwight H. Green, and our seal hereto affixed
at Springfield this 20th day of November, in
the year of our Lord 1944,

By the Governor:

DwicHT H. GREEN,
Governor.
RicuHARD YATES ROWE,
Secretary of State.

FLOOD-CONTROL PROJECTS—PRINTING
OF BILL

Mr, OVERTON. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill (H. R.
4485) authorizing the construction of
certain public works on rivers and har-
bors for flood control, and for other pur-
poses, be printed with the Senate amend-
ments numbered.

[sEAL]

[sEAL]
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THE ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
;:»ore‘.:I Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

WATER SUPPLY OF SAN DIEGO COUNTY,
CALIF. (S. DOC. NO. 249)

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, The Chair lays before the Senate
a communication from the President of
the United States, dated November 29,
1944, transmitting a report relative to
the emergency in the water supply of
San Diego County, Calif., which will be
referred, with the accompanying report,
to the Committee on Irrigation and Rec- .
lamation and printed.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATION

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate the following
letter, which was referred as indicated:

SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF CERTAIN
ALIENS

A letter from the Attorney General, trans-
mitting, pursuant to law, a report stating
all of the facts and pertinent provisions of
law in the cases of 313 individuals whose
deportation has been suspended for more
than 6 months under authority of law, to-
gether with a statement of the reason for
such suspension (with accompanying pa-
pers); to the Committee on Immigration.

‘- PERSONS EMPLOYED BY COMMITTEES

WHO ARE NOT FULL-TIME SENATE OR
COMMITTEE EMPLOYEES

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate monthly re-
ports from the chairmen of certain
Senate committees, made in response to
Senate Resolution 319, agreed to August
23, 1944, relative to persons employed
who are not full-time employees of the

-Senate or any committee thereof, which

were ordered to lie on the table and to
be printed in the REcorp, as follows:

WAR CONTRACTS SUBCOMMITTEE, SENATE MILITARY AFFAIRS COMMITTEE

DecEMBER 1, 1044,
To the Senate:
The above-mentioned committee hereby
submits the following report showing the

names of persons employed by the committee
who are not full-fime employees of the Sen-
ate or of the committee for the month-of
November 1944, in compliance with the terms

of SBenate Resolution No. 319, agreed to Au-
gust 23, 1944:

Name of individual

Address

Name and address of department or organization by whom paid

Annunal rate
of com-
pensation

Borehardt, Kurt. . 1385 Nicholson 8t, NW., Washington, D. C Smaller War Plants (‘nr{mrntinn, Wsshmkton, D, C £5, 600
Giross, Bertram M 613 Eouth Quiney St,, Arlington, Va. Nuvy Department, Washington, D. 6, 500
FPhippen, Doris. 2 Frﬁnigort Hall, 40 Plattsburg Court N e G 2,100
Repnier, Omer. . .o . iiaeciitooioecas 200 Frankiin Ave., Silver Spring, Md...__._._._..__._| Farm Security Administration, Washington, D. C____.__........ 3,800
Buben, Bail. . oo o et iaeaans 1243 Holbrook Terrace NE., Washington, D, C......._.] Reconstruction Finance Corporation, Washington, D, C...e.... 2,300

James E, MURRAY, Chairman.

SPECIAL COMMITTEE TO STUDY AND SURVEY PROBLEMS OF SMALL BUSINESS ENTERPRISES

DECEMBER 1, 1944,
To the Senate:
The above-mentioned committee herchy
submits the following report showing the

names of persons employed by the committee
who are not full-time employees of the Sen-
ate or of the committee for the month of
November 1944 in compliance with the terms

of Senate Resolution Neo. 319, agreed to Au-
gust 23, 1944:

Name of individual

Address

ghfen? E
Tivella [ 3 8
Devitt, Enoarald G

Diglms, Elsie A. ..
Yvans, Harry J. ..
Forbes, F, Preston..
Fuller, Carol M___..
Gray, Scott K., Jr
Giroeper, Stella Jo__.

.| 8418 Highwood Dr. SF., Washington, D (‘

_| 8010 Gainsville St, SE.,

-| 2101 8 Bt. NW.,
Z| 119 Joliet St. 8W.,

Heckard, Dorothy M. -2 20_110110

1408 Buchanan 8t, NW., Washington, D
2425 27th St. Bouth, Al'lll’l]:lllfl Va..
120 C 8t. NE., Washington, D.C.
W n«hinglon P, O
510 Four Mile Rd., Alexandria, \ru__-_.‘.
W mlllllglm} D.C.

Washingion, D, C.
1127 Branch Ave. bl-:., Washington, D. C.. I
Shreve Rd., Falls Chureh, Voo o o aaaaccaiaaae

O

Annuval rate

Name and address of department or organization by whom paid of com-

pensation
-| Foreign Economie Administration, Washington, D, C 46, 500
\a=hm|;:ton D.C 2, 700
Sl | 2, 000
LAY, [ R e e e e 1, 8OO
Reconsiruction Finance Curlmrnliun W -uhmg.ton e o ¥ 6, 500
Department of Commeree, Washington, D. C_.__...__......... 4, f00
Oflice of Price Admim:tmlmn. Washington. D B R 2,100
Reconstruetion Finance Corporation, W nshmgirm D:C 4, GO0
W u:jl’roductiou Board, Washington, D, C__..._..._.. %%
R R e R e R e B I R AR R ST
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SPECIAL COMMITTEE TO STUDY AND SURVEY FROBLEMS OF SMALL BUSINESS tinued
: .. |Annual rate
Name of individual Address Name and address of department or organization by whom paid | of m}n
pensation
1701 Park Rd N'W.,, Washingtan, D, O. .. roeemcacanan War Production Board, Wash.ngton, D. Q.o rveeicennoneanas $2, 000
1730 North Quiney 8t., Arlington, Va.______________.___..| ____ 2o ot i R S = 1, 800
3120 Massachusetts Ave, SE., Washingta 2600
1445 Ogden BL.NW, Washimztun, n G 5, 600
230 Rhode Island Ave, ) NE, W 3, 200
719 D 8t. NE, Washmmn g 5 e 5 S 5, 600
4020 Beocher St, N'W., Washington, . Pméaemnent. Whashington, D. C....coeeeian 2,000
1433 Decatur St. NW., Wnahiumn D - uetion Board, Washington, D, O... 2600
4000 Cathedral Ave., Wnshing&nn C... % Mnrltltm. Commission, Washinglun, D02 4, 600
.1 4632 12th 8t. NE. Washingtun, DO ... -| War Production Board, Washington, D 1, 800
-| 201 East Bhepherﬁ Bt., Chevy Chase Md... -| Maritime Commission, Washington, D 2y I 6, 500
-| 1622 Mount Eagle P1,, AlexnndnB R -{ War Production Bnmf Washington S B L 6, 500
2400 13th St. NW.,, Washlnﬂ L el R o S I Tt e o i v e AR e i p i e 2l S0 | 2,000

Decemser 1, 1044,
To the Senate:
The above-mentioned committee hereby
submits the following report showing the

COMMTITTEE ON NAVAL AFFAIRS

names of persons employed by the committee
who are not full-tlme employees of the Sen-
ate or of the committee for the month of
November 1944, in compliance with the terms

James E. MurraY, Chairman,

of Senate Resolufion No. 319, agreed to Au-
gust 23, 1944:

s Annual rate
Name of Individual Address . Name and address of department or organization by whom paid | of com-
pensation
Cm Jama A Saunders U, 8, Navy | 4105 Oliver 8t., Chevy Chase, Md ... ocoeececmecccmnas Oi;ﬂw of the Chiﬂ(l1 of Naval Operations, Navy Department, £6, 000
Uhiuf Yeomsn Herbert 8. Atkinson | 2405 Pennington Rd., Trenton, N.J -| Bureau ug Naval Personnel, Navy Deparfment, Washington, 1, 612
(A A)), U. 8. Naval Reserve, D. Q.

EENATE NAVY LIAISON OFFICE,

Decemeer 1, 1944,
To the Senate:
The above-mentioned committee hereby
submits the following report showing the

name of persons employed by the committee
who are not full-time employees of the Sen-
ate or of the commitiee for the month of
November 1944, in compliance with the terms

Davip I. WarLsH, Chairman.

ROOM 461, SENATE OFFICE BUILDING

of Senate Resolution No. 818, agreed to Au-
gust 23, 1944:

Annualrat
Name of individual Address Name and address of depariment or organization by whom paid | of com- i
pensation
Ltﬁlfv::]d%ick A. MeLaughlin, U. 8, | 5305 41st 8. NW., Washington, D. C. ... Buﬁwg of-Naval Personnel, Navy Department, Washington, $2, 400
a eServe. U
Lt}.{losaph G, Feeney, U. 8. Naval | 2745 20th 8. N'W., Washington, D. C_. 2y 2,400
CSEIVE,
Yeoman Second Class Eleanor W. | 2134 R 8t. NW.,, Washington, D.C__......._._....._. £ e = W 1,152
8t. Clair, U, B. Naval Reserve.
Yeoman Becond Class Loretto F. | ... do_ s 1152
ochman, U 8. Naval Reserve.

The above employees are representatives of the Bureau of Naval Personnel, Navy Department, to assist Senators on naval personnel matters.

NovEMBER 20, 1944,
To the Senate:
The above-mentioned committee hereby
submits the following report showing the

COMMTITTEE ON PENSIONS

name of person employed by the committee
who is not a full-time employee of the Sen-
ate or of the committee for the month of
November 1944, in compliance with the terms

Davip I. Warss, Chairman.

of Senate Resclution No. 319, agreed to Au-
gust 23, 1944:

Name of individual Address Name and address of department or organization by whom paid urgmr-'w
Louls T, Meyerle. 612 Bennington Drive, Silver Bpring, Md..............| Veterans” Administration. . $5, 000

COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC
LANDS AND EURVEYS,
December 1, 1944,
To the Senate:

The above-mentioned committee hereby
submits the following report showing the
name of persons employed by the committee
who are not full-time employees of the Senate
or of the committee for the month of Novem-
ber 1944, In compliance with the terms of

Senate Resolution No. 319, agreed to August
23, 1944:
CARL A. HatcH, Chatrman.
By W. H, McMaixs, Clerk.
DecEMBER 1, 1944,
Memorandum to Senator CArRL A. HarcH,
chalrman, Senate Committee on Public
Lands and Surveys.
From Senator Par McCarraN, chairman of
the Bubcommittee to Investigate Certain

Public Lands,

JAMES M, TuNNELL, Chairman.

The following persons are detailed from the
Forest Service Department of Agriculture, to
assist with the work of the above subcom-
mittee:

E. 8. Haskell, senior administrative officer,
Forest Service, CAF-12; basic salary, $5,000
per year.

Elizabeth Heckman, clerk, CAP-5; basic
salary, £2,000 per year.
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DecEMBER 1, 1944,
To the Senate:
The above-mentioned commlttee hereby
submits the following report showing the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

SUBCOMMITTEE ON WARTIME HEALTH AND EDUCATION

names of persons employed by the committee
who are not full-time employees of the Sen-
ate or of the committee for the month of
December, in compliance with the terms
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of Senate Resolution No. 819, agreed to Au-
gust 23, 1944:

Name of individual Address Name and address of department or organization by whom paid 'A%:l“:‘ggam
- pensation
Lauretta A 2714 Quarry Rd, NW., Washington, D, C...............| War Production Board, 3d A SW_._______
Ehili%&b&.mjs.. %mlﬁ Ave., Mt Rainier, l\-uj --| Nav Dep];crtmeno t, 18th and cmsm&?ﬁa ]:Is\"i' Sg:ﬁ
Gse e - 2, 000
Doris B, Hazur, _| Office of Price Adm[ni.ﬁtrntinn 2d and D Sts. SW____ ' 509
Harald Lund._ Nayy Department, 1 and Constitation Ave. NW. é:m
Cari Malmberg. - d 3 F Bt. Federal Secm cy B HBL.NW . 5, 600
Love Morgan.__ 16(}? 18th St, BE' Wuh!a;lo Veterans' A ;strstiou Vermont Ave, and I 8t. NW____.__. 2,000
Ruth Morgesistein. .. ..cocecreeeann.a- 3022 Rodman St ashinﬁton. D.0.- _do 2,600
Dolores Raschelk Wisconsin Ave. NW Washington, D, _| Federal Public Housing Administration, 1001 Vermont Ave. 2,000
ReneeRoth . __..... 1614 North 8t., Arlin i Va .................... Fed 1l Works Agen 'lsth nnd R W )
Ry — Rt Qe palrtn SN o
Lt an‘ilq_dr ilohnB Trushw,M ., m Peabody St., Wast Hsrmsvuia Md......-.m..... U. 8. wa. lsthand Cwstﬂullan Ave. NW..____ T 8,000
aval Reserve,

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate by the Acting President pro tem-
pore and referred as indicated:

A resolution by the council of the city of
Toledo, Ohio, endorsing the St. Lawrence sea-
way project; to the Committee on Commerce.

A petition of sundry citizens (veterans of
World War No. 1), of Puerto Rico, relating to
the independence of Puerto Rico, and pray-
ing for consideration of the problem of
Puerto Rican veterans; to the Committee on
Territories and Insular Affairs.

THE INSURANCE BUSINESS—PETITION
FROM EANSAS

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to have printed in
the Recorp, and appropriately referred,
a petition I have received from Dodge
City, Eans. This petition, numerously
signed by citizens of Dodge City, ex-
presses their interest in the passage of
the Walter-Hancock bill (H. R. 3270) or
the Bailey-Van Nuys bill (S, 1362).
They feel that the insurance business can
be handled more readily through local
supervision than through Washington.
1 approve the stand they have taken on
this proposed legislation.

There being no objection, the petition
was ordered to lie on the table and the
body thereof was ordered to be printed
in the Recorp, as follows:

We, the undersigned legal voters of the
State of Kansas, respectfully petition our
Hon. Senators ArTHUR CaPPER and CLYDE
M. ReEeEn to vote and work for the passage of
the Walter-Hancock bill (H. R. 3270) or the
Bailey-Van Nuys bill on the Senate Calendar,
without amendments other than those which
would exclude insurance from tion of
Federal Trade Commission Act and Robin-
son-Patman Act.

We believe that through the supervision
by the Kansas State Insurance Department
and through the cooperation of that depart-
ment with the EKansas Inspection Bureau,
Kansas State Fire Prevention Association,
and the insurance companies licensed to op~-
erate in the State of Kansas, the interests of
the insuring public can best be served.

We further believe that the insurance busi-
ness is of such a nature that 4t can be han-
dled to the best advantage through local
supervision than through a board or commis-
sion located in Washington, D. C.

ST. LAWRENCE SEAWAY—ENDORSEMENT
BY THE NATIONAL GRANGE
Mr CAPPER. Mr. President, at its
seventy-eighth annual session at Win-
XC—550

ston-Salem, N. C., from November 15 to
23, 1944, the National Grange reaffirmed
its action at the 1843 session, endorsing
the St. Lawrence seaway and power
project.

The resolution adopted at the sev-
enty-eighth annual session is as follows:

We approve of the action of the 1943 ses-
sion regarding the St. Lawrence waterway.

The action of the 1943 session referred
fo and reaffirmed in this resolution was
as follows:

Whereas the National Grange has for years
advocated the completion of the St. Lawrence
seaway, nearly 90 percent of which Is al-
ready completed, and opening this wonder-
ful artery of commerce to carry the products
of the interior of our country to the markets
of the world at reduced costs; and

Whereas the completion of this project
would permit the development of vast elec-
trical energy, now going to waste in the on-
rushing waters of this mighty river, result-
ing in cheaper electric power to all our
people; and

‘Whereas there is legislation now pending
in Congress to bring this project to com-
pletion as soon as material and labor are
avallable: Therefore be it

Resolved, That the National Grange reaf-
firms its position favoring completion of this
project for navigation and power purposes.

I ask that the resolution of the Na-
tional Grange may be appropriately re-
ferred.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the resolution
referred to by the Senator from Kansas
will be referred to the Committee on
Commerce.

REPORT OF AGRICULTURE AND FORESTRY
COMMITTEE DURING RECESS

Under authority of the order of the
1st instant,

Mr. THOMAS of Oklahoma, from the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry,
to which was referred the bill (H. R.
4911) to amend the Federal Crop Insur-
ance Act, reported it on December 2,
1944, with amendments, and submitted
a report (No. 1298) thereon.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of commitiees
were submitted:

By Mr. DOWNEY, from the Commitee on
Civil Service:

5.2201. A bill to provide for health pro-
grams for Government employees; with-

out amendment (Rept. No. 1200); and

Craupe PEPPER, Chairman.

H.R.4918. A bill to provide for the pay-
ment to certain Government employees for
accumulated or accrued annual leave due
upon their separation from Government
service; with amendments (Rept. No. 1300).

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on
the Judiciary:

H.R.5518. A bill to amend section 119 of
the Judicial Code; without amendment
(Rept. No. 1302); and

H.R.4093. A bill to amend Public, No. 507,
Beventy-seventh Congress, second session, an
act to further expedite the prosecution cf the
war, approved March 27, 1942, known as tha
Second War Powers Act, 1942; without
amendment (Rept. No. 1301).

By Mr. TYDINGS, from the Committee
on Territories and Insular Affairs:

H.R.5029. A bill to assist in the internal
development of the Virgin Islands by the
undertaking of useful projects therein, and
for other purposes; with amendments (Rept.

No. 1304).

REGISTRATION AND PROTECTION OF
TRADE-MARES—REPORT OF PATENTS
COMMITTEE

Mr, HILL. Mr. President, on behalf
of the junior Senator from Florida [Mr.
PerpEr], chairman of the Committee on
Patents, I ask consent to report back
from that committee, with amendments,
the bill (H. R. 82) to provide for the reg-
istration and protection of trade-marks
used in commerce, to carry out the pro-
visions of certain international conven-
tions, and for other purposes, and I sub-
mit a report (No. 1303) thereon.

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, may I
ask the distinguished leader whether the
report was agreed to at a meeting of the
committee? I am a member of the Com-
mittee on Patents, and I have had no
notice of any meeting.

Mr, HILL. I cannot advise the Sen-
ator. All I know is that the report was
presented as a report of the Committee
on Patents, and in the absence of the
chairman, the junior Senator from Flor-
ida [Mr. PeppER], I was asked to file the
report in his name. If the Senafor from
Maine wishes to inquire into the mat-
ter, I shall be glad to withhold the re-
port temporarily.

Mr. WHITE. If the request is merely
that the report may be filed, I shall not
object to it at the moment.

Mr. HILL. That is the request.

Mr. WHITE. But I want it definitely
understood that I am not agreeing that
there was any meeting of the committee,
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any notice of a meeting, or any commit-
tee action with respect to the proposed
legislation.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the report will
be received and the bill will be placed on
the calendar.

EILLS INTRODUCED

Bills were introduced, read the first
time, and, by unanimous consent, the
second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. WHITE (for Mr. EREWSTER) !

5.2208. A bill providing for the transfer of
certain property from the Home Owners' Loan
Corporation to the United States for national
park purposes; to the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. MEAD:

5. 2209. A bill establishing wage differen-
tial for leadingmen and quartermen at all
naval establishments; to the Cominlitee on
Naval Affairs.

RIVER AND HARBOR IMPROVEMENTS—
AMENDMENTS

Mr. VANDENBERG submitted an
amendment intended to be proposed by
him to the bill (H. R. 3961) authorizing
the construction, repair, and preserva-
tion of certain public works on rivers and
harbors, and for other purposes, which
was ordered to lie on the table and to be
printed.

Mr. MEAD submitted two amendments
intended to be proposed by him to House
bill 3861, supra, which were ordered to lie
on the table and to be printed.

THE GLOBAL ALPHABET

Mr, THOMAS of Oklahoma. Mr.
President, I ask permission to present a
statement prepared by former Senator
Robert L. Owen, of my State. The state-
ment is in further explanation of the
global phonetic alphabet designed by
former Senator Owen. 1 ask that the
statement be printed as a Senate docu-
ment, with illustrations.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered.

REMARKS OF EDWIN CAMP ON ONE HUN-
DRED AND SIXTY-NINTH ANNIVERSARY
OF CREATION OF UNITED STATES MA-
RINE CORPS

[Mr. RUSSELL asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp the radio address
made by Hon. Edwin Camp on the one hun-
dred and sixty-ninth anniversary of the cre-
ation of the U. 8. Marine Corps by the Con-
tinental Congress, on the Atlanta Journal
program, November 9, 1944, which appears in
the Appendix.]

POST-WAR PEACE AND AN ASSCOCIATION
OF NATIONS

[Mr. DANAHER asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Rzcorp an extract
containing recommendations of the Ameri-
can Legion executive committee relating to
post-war peace, together with an editorial
from the Hartford Courant of November 24,
1944, relating to the same subject, which
appear in the Appendix,]

TRIBUTE TO ALFRED EMMANUEL SMITH

[Mr. MEAD asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp an editorial en-
titled “Alfred Emmanuel Smith,"” from the
Catholic Sun, of Syracuse, N. Y., of October
5, 1944, and an editorial entitled “A Chal=-
lenge to Bigotry,” from the Post-Standard,
of Syracuse, N. Y., of October 6, 1944, which
appear in the Appendix.]
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REPORT ON POST-WAR TRANSPORTATION
OF MAIL
[Mr. MEAD asked and obtalned leave to
have printed in the REcorp a report on post=
war transportation of mail by the executive
committee of the Railway Mail Association,
which appears in the Appendix.]

ST. LAWRENCE RIVER DEVELOPMENT—
EDITORIAL FROM THE CHRISTIAN
SCIENCE MONITOR
[Mr. LANGER asked and obtained leave to

have printed in the Recorp an editorial en-

titled “Who Opposes St. Lawrence Plan Now?"
from the Christian Science Monitor oi De-
cember 2, 1944, which appears in the Appen-

dix.]

MRS, EUGENE W. RANDALL

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid befcre the Senate the amend-
ment of the House of Representatives to
the bill (8. 1471) for the relief of Mrs.
Eugene W. Randall, which was, on page
1, line 6, to strike out “$1,000” and in-
sert “$2,500.”

Mr. SHIFSTEAD. I move that the
Senate concur in the amendment of the
House.

The motion was agreed to.

SIGFRIED OLSEN—SIGFRIED OLSEN
SHIFPING CO,

The ACTING FRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate a message
from the House of Representatives an-
nouncing its disagreement to the amend-
ments of the Sanate to the hill (H. R.
2825) for the relief of Sigfried Olsen, do-
ing business as Sigfried Olsen Shipping
Co., and requesting a conference with the
Senate on the disagreeing votes of the
two Houses thereon.

Mr. ELLENDER. I move that the
Senate insist upon its amendments, agree
to the request of the House for a confer-
ence, and that the Chair appoifnt the con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Acting President pro tempore appointed
Mr. O'Danien, Mr. STEWART, and Mr.
WHERRY conferees on the part of the
Senate.

OFFICE OF DISTRICT JUDGE IN NEW
JERSEY

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate a message
from the House of Representatives an-
nouncing its disagreement to the amend-
ment of the Sznate to the bill (H. R.
3732) to repeal the prohibition against
the filling of a vacancy in the office of
district judge in the district of New
Jersey, and requesting a conference with
the Senate on the disagreeing votes of
the two Houses thereon.

Mr. HATCH. I move that the Senate
insist upon its amendment, agree to the
request of the House for a conference,
and that the Chair appoint the conferees
on the part of the Senate.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. HATCH,
Mr. CHANDLER, and Mr. DANAHER con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. HILL. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

[ pore. The clerk will call the roll,
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The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Alken Gillette Overton
Austin Green Radcliffe
Balley Guffey Reed

Ball Gurney Revercomb
Bankhead Hall Reynolds
BEilbo Hatch Robertson
Brooks Hayden Russall
Euck Hiil Shipstead
Burton Holman Btewart
Bushfield Jenner Taft

Butler Johnson, Callf. Thomas, Okla
Byrd Johnson, Colo. Tunnell
Canper Kllgore Tydings
Caraway La Follette Vandenberg
Chandler Langer Wagner
Clark, Mo, Lucas Wallgren
Coanally MeFarland Vwalsh, Mass.
Cordon McEKellar ‘Walsh, N. J.
Danaher Maloney Weeks
Davis Maybank ‘Wheeler
Downey Mead Wherry
Eastland Millikin White
Ellender Murray Wiley
Ferguson Nye Willis
George O'Danjel

Gerry O’Mahoney

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Virginia [Mr. Grass] and the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr, McCLELLAN]
are absent from the Senate because of ill-
ness.

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCar-
rAN] and the Senator from Utah [Mr.
Murpock] are detained on official busi-
ness for the Senate.

The Senator from Florida [Mr. Pep-
PER] is absent on important public busi-
ness. ]

The Senator from EKentucky [Mr,
BarxrLeEy] and the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ] are unavoidably de-
tained.

The Senator from Florida [Mr. AN-
pREws], the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
CLark], the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
ScrueHAM], the Senator from Utah [Mr,
TrHoMmasl, and the Senator from Mis-
souri [Mr, TrRumaN] are necessarily ab-
sent.

Mr. WHERRY. The following Sena-
tors are necessarily absent:

The Senator from Maine [Mr. BREW-
sTER], the Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Bringesl, the Senator from:New
Jersey [Mr. Hawkes], the Senator from
Oklahoma [Mr. Moore], the Senator
from Idaho [Mr. THoMas], the Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. Toeey], and
the Senator from Iowa [Mr. WILsoN].

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc-
Farranp in the chair). Seventy-six Sen-
ators having answered to their names, a
quorum is present.

RIVER AND HARBOR IMFROVEMENTS

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 3961) authorizing the
construction, repair, and preservation of
certain public works on rivers and har-
bors, and for other purposes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-
tion is on agreeing to the Committee
amendment, on page 17, after line 5,
which will be stated.

The Cuier CLERK. On page 17, after
line 5, it is proposed to insert:

' Waterway connecting the Tombighee and
Tennessee Rivers; In accordance with the
recommendation of the Board of Engineers
for Rivers and Harbors in the report sub-

mitted in House Document No. 269, Seventy-
sixth Congress.
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Mr. BILBO. Mr., President, there
having been six surveys of this project
already, I think it is time we passed the
item, and did not spend any more of the
taxpayers’ money in surveying.

Mr. President, the waterway connect-
ing the Tombighee and Tennessee Rivers,
to be constructed in accordance with the
recommendation of the Board of En-
gineers for Rivers and Harbors in the
report submitted in House Document
Numbered 269, Seventy-sixth Congress, is
one of the greatest developments of its
kind ever proposed. There has been
only one other project of similar char-
acter in the history of the world that I
know anything about, and that is the
famous connecting link between the Don
and Volga Rivers in Russia, by which
two of the great river systems of that
great country were united, or brought
together. This vital project is included
in the Rivers and Harbors bill (H. R.
3961) and I feel confident that when the
importance of the measure providing for
this waterway is understood by the Con-
gress it will be enacted into law.

Not only will the proposed Tennessee-
Tombighee Inland Waterway be of ben-
efit to northeast Mississippi and that
immediate section of the country, but it
will be of immeasurable value to the
entire Mississippi Valley, from New
Orleans and Mobile to Memphis, Cairo,
St. Louis, Chicago, St. Paul, Minneapolis,
on the Mississippi; Omaha and Sioux
City on the Missouri; Paducah, Cincin-
nati, Wheeling, and Pittsburgh, on the
Ohio; and all points on the Tennessee
River from Paducah to Knoxville, as well
as all points up to Nashville on the Cum-
berland.

In the survey report by the special
Board of Engineers—Housg Document
269, page 12—it is pointed out that the
ridge which divides the Tennessee Valley
from the headwaters of the Tombigbee
River in northeastern Mississippi is lo-
cated from 15 to 18 miles south of the
Tennessee River. Opposite a point in
the divide where the waters of Yellow
Creek flow northward and empty into
the Tennessee River, the waters of
Mackeys Creek flow southward and emp-
ty into the East Fork of the Tombigbee
River. Although the elevation of the
divide at this point is 60 feet above the
lewest known saddle, the absence of
rock in the ridge provides the most favor-
able location for the proposed waterway
between the Tennessee and Tombighee
Rivers. The connection with the Ten-
nessee River would be made by a cut
about 27 miles long following Yellow
Creek Valley to the divide, thence across
the divide to Mackeys Creek. South of
the divide the waterway would follow
Mackeys Creek, the East Fork of the
Tombighee River, and the Tombighee
River to Demopolis, Ala., from which
point the existing improved waterways
to Mobile would be utilized.

This proposed waterway will afford an
edditional means of interchange of com-
merce between the Gulf Intracoastal
Waterway and the Tombigbee-Warrior
system, on the one hand, and the Ten-
nessee, Ohio, and Mississippi River sys-
tems on the other. There is no other
known project that will yield greater
retiirns in shortening ftransportation
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distances and in reducing transportation
costs than the Tennessee-Tombigbee In-
land Waterway.

A round trip for a barge tow or a boat
from Cairo, Ill,, to New Orleans down
the Mississippi, thence across to Mobile
along the existing intracoastal water-
way, thence up the Tombighee Inland
Waterway to the Tennessee River into
Pickwick Lake, thence down the Tennes-
see to Paducah and thence down the
Ohio to the starting point at Cairo,
would be 1,768 miles, of which 1,121 miles
would be downstream. Trafiic would go
down the Mississippi in order to take ad-
vantage of the swift current, but on the
return trip it would go up the Tombighee
to avoid that current.

The Army engineers provide us with
the facts and figures showing the tre-
mendous savings as well as the feasibil-
ity of this great project which can be
constructed at a cost of approximately
$66,000,000.

My friend the Senator from Michigan
[Mr. VawpEneere] placed great em-
phasis upon the figure $75,000,000, but
the Army Engineers’ estimate is $66,-
000,000, The Senator tried to include
in the cost the interest or carrying
charges during the period of construc-
tion. That is done in connection with
the larger projects, but not in connection
with the smaller projects, and by com-
parison with the St. Lawrence water-
way, which would cost four or five hun-
dred million dollars, I rather think this
is a small project.

In his testimony before the subcom-
mittee of the Committee on Commerce
of the Senate, on April 27, 1944, Maj.
Gen. Thomas M. Robins, Assistant Chief
of Army Engineers, had this to say—and
I want to impress this upon the minds
of my colleagues:

If we came up here and submitted a re-
port recommending a project for slack water
on the Mississippl between Cairo and New
Orleans, by building locks and dams on the
Mississippl River itself at an estimated
cost of $66,000,000, I think you would all
take off your hats and cheer. This alter-
nate route on the Tombigbee we are recom-
mending amounts to the same thing, only
the locks and dams are to be built on the
Tombighbee instead of the Mississippl. There
is no greater tangible saving than that which
will accrue from use of the Tennessee-Tom-
bigbee route instead of the Mississippi for
the upstream trafic. This saving, as esti-
mated in House Document No. 269, is $1,000,~
000. It is very conservative, and should be
doubled on account of the increase that has
taken place in upstream traffic on the Missis-
sippi River.

My friend the Senator from Michigan
in his remarks the other day placed great
emphasis upon the fact that we were
called upon to vote upon,a proposition
which was based precisely—and how
many times he repeated the word “pre-
cisely”—upon the facts and condifions
upon which we voted 5 years ago. He
was totally unobservant of what the As-
sistant Chief of Engineers had said, as
found in the hearings before the Senate
committiee of which I am a member, and
the Senator was oblivious to all the facts
that are evident today, which more than
justify and make this one of the most
economically sound propositions that
has been before the Senate,
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General Robins, in his testimony be-
fore the committee, continued:

Taking into account all the changed con-
ditions since the report before the com=
mittee was prepared, there is a total tangible
saving today of 4,000,000 a year for this
project, and the carrying charges on this
project are 3,500,000.

That is the interest charge,

« From the information that is officially
available to this committee, there is no
question in my mind but that the Tennessee-
Tombigbee project is economically sound
without considering recreation or national
defense or enhanced land values or any other
intangible benefits.

Mr. President, I do not see how Mem-
bers of the Senate who are in the habit
of voting upon the recommendation of
the Board of Army Engineers can hesi-
tate in voting for this project, when the
Assistant Chief of Engineers at this
time—mark you, this time—says that
this project will show an income to the
American people of $4,000,000 a year,
whereas in House Document No, 269,
which contains the report of the Board
of Engineers for Rivers and Harbors,
made 5 years ago, the facts and condi-
tions then justified the Board in saying
that the figure would be $1,000,000. It
has now jumped to $4,000,600. The
project is economieally sound from every
standpoint known to the Board of Army
Engineers, eliminating all the intangi-
bles, such as recreational facilities, im-
provement of land, improvement of the
condition of the counfry, and so on.

The Army engineers point ouf that a
1,200-horsepower Diesel towboat pulling
the usual 8 barges with a mixed cargo of
3,500 revenue tons going from New Or-
leans to Cairo up the Mississippi 860
miles, would use $6,273 worth of fuel;
while the same outfit with the same load
going from New Orleans to Cairo via the
Tombigbee route would use $3,504 worth
of fuel and spend $364 for passing
through the various locks, making a total
of $3,868, or a saving of $2,406 for each
up-bound trip, Cairo to New Orleans.

A similar load going from New Orleans
to the mouth of Yellow Creek on the
Tennessee River via the Mississippi, Ohio,
and Tennessee Rivers, 1,121 miles, would
spend $7,280 on fuel and $44 lockage, or
a total of $7,324; while going from New
Orleans to the mouth of Yellow Creek
via the Tombigbee route, a distance of
only 647 miles, the fuel cost would be
$2,487, with $320 lockage charges, mak-
ing a total of $2,817, or a saving of $4,507
in favor of the Tombighee route.

If the barges were going from Mobile,
then the fuel and lockage costs to Cziro
would be cut from $6,875 via the Missis-
sippi River route to $3,685 via the Tom-
bighee, or a saving on suck trip of $3,290.
On the trip to the mouth of Yellow Cresk,
or Pickwick Lake, the cost would be cut
from $7,926 via the Mississippi River
route to $2,534 via the Tombigbee route,
or a saving of $5,392, on every such lead
going to any point on the Tenncscee
River from Pickwick to Enoxville.

Such a load going from Birmingham
to Cairo would have such costs cut from
$8,737 via the Mississippi River route,
to $3,289 via the Tombighee route, or a
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saving of $5,448 on every such load going
along this route.

Going from Birmingham to Paducah,
or to any point on the Ohio above Pa-
ducah up to Pittsburgh or to Nashville
on the Cumberland, such costs on each
trip for such a load up to Paducah would
be cut from $8,936 via the Mississippi
River route to $3,386 via the Tombighee
route—a saving of $5,847. s

The cost from Columbus, Miss., to
Caziro for such a load would be cut from
$8,353 via the Mississippi River route to
$1,789 via the Tombighee route—or a
saving of $6,564.

The Army engineers have said that
this is one of the greatest projects of its
kind in the world. It will be of untold
value to the people of many different
States and it will injure no one at all
This preject, in addition to the savings
which have already been pointed out, will
also be of great value to our program of
national defense, This and many other
benefits which cannot be estimated in
dollars and cents will acerue to our peo-
ple as a result of the Tennessee-Tom-
bighee Inland Waterway.

This project is also designed to take up
the slack in unemployment which will
come following the close of the war. It
is estimated that the construction of
this waterway will employ between five
and six thousand men for a period of 6
or 7 years. This will be useful and ben-
eficial work that will help to make
greater and more powerful this Nation
that our men and women are now fight-
ingtt.he world over to preserve and pro-

ect.

During his testimony before the Com-
mittee on Rivers and Harbors in the
House of Representatives on Wednesday,
October 20, 1943, Col. P. A. Feringa,
United States Army, resident member,
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Har-
bors, submitted certain tables. I shall
not take the time of the Senate to explain
these tables, the purpose of which is to
show the distances which will be saved by
all the boats and barges which traverse
the rivers of our Nation in carrying on
the commerce of the Nation, but I ask
unanimous consent that they be included
as a part of my remarks at this point in
the REcoro.

There being no objection, the tables
were ordered to be printed in the REcorb,
as follows:

Distances to Gulf ports via Tennessee-Tom-
bigbee waterway

To Gu""ro (:ulf Bavings
z a
oL New) Mobile
From— via e
Missis- | Tennes | Per.
sippi | qoo! *| cent
River | ¢
bigbee
Minneapolis-8t, Paul....| 1,718 1,610 | 108 U
Chicago:. . .. - 1,308 | 1,200 | 108 714
BloLows. ... 1,043 936 108 | 10
Cairo...... 2 860 752 | 108 | 124
Hickman__ 824 7 36 4
Pittsburgh 1,841 1,641 | 200 | 11
Cincinnati- - 1,879 | 1,179 | 200 | 14%4%
Louisville..o ... 1,236 | 1,036 | 200 | 16
B 206 706 | 200| 22
Chattanoogs.._.......... 1,370 740 | 630 | 46
Wilson Dam............. 1,165 535 | 630 | 54
Junction of Tennessee
iver and Tombighbee
L R 1,121 491 | 630 | 56.2
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Distances via Tennessee-Tombigbee waterway versus existing water roules

Distance B
Distance | 5 'm “.| Bavings in miles
From— To— via present ‘;ge{fzgl"‘s via Tennessee-
waterways bighee Tombigbee
Junection of Tennessee River and Tombighee Miles Miles Miles | Percent
Canal_._. .| Fulton, Miss.______... 1,711 T 1,654 96.7
Do__ -| Aberdecn, Miss._ 1,673 95 1,578 94.3
Do.. -| Columbus, Miss_ 1, 635 133 1, 502 91.9
Do_. Demopolis, Ala_. ik 1, 507 261 1, 246 82.7
F 5 e e S S e Birmingham, Ala._.... 1, 687 441 1, 246 73.9

Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, I wish to
call attention to the comparative aver-
age costs of water transportation via
existing routes and via the proposed
Tombighee-Tennessee waterway. The
following computations are based on the
average performance of a representative
tow of one 1,200-horsepower Diesel tow-
boat and eight barges of various stand-
ard types and dimensions loaded with a
typical mixed cargo, at 55 percent load
factor, of 3,500 revenue tons, to and from
locations previously mentioned. I ask
unanimous consent to have these tables
printed in the Recorp at this point as a
part of my remarks. They illustrate the
savings to be effected.

There being no objection, the tables
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

Over-all cost per hour_ . __._.
Average speed of tow in slack water

{miles) - b1,
Cost per mile in slack water______ $3.86
Average current in Mlsalssippl

River below Cairo (miles per

hour) = oy 2%
Cost per mile against 214 miles per

$21.26

bhour earrent. . oo ocoaaaol $7.08
Cost per mile with 215 miles per

beTaTiy T g e e R O SRS 2.06

Average lockage time:

Tennessee-Ohio River section,

30 minutes_ - .o 11.00
Tombighse section, 45 min-

utes 16.00

Warrior section, 1 hour._.._. 21.00

New Orleans to Cairo via Missis-
sippli River, 860 miles in slack
water (no lockages) ceeceoao oo 6, 273.00
New Orleans to Cairo via Tombig-
bee-Tennessee, 908 miles in slack
water, §3,504; 24 lockages, $364-. 3, 868.00

Saving in cost per trip in
favor of Tombigbee route_. 2, 405.00

New Orleans to Paducah via Mis-
sissippl River:

886 miles against current..... 6,273.00
46 miles in slack water_._..__- 177. 00
2 lockages 22, 00

6, 472. 00

New Orleans to Paducah via Tom-
bigbee-Tennessee:

862 miles in slack water_.__._.. 8,327.00
22 lockages 342,00
[ —

3, 669. 00

Baving in cost per trip in
favor of Tombighee route. 2,803.00

New Orleans to junction of Tom-
bigbee Canal with Tennessee
River via Miesissippl River:

BE6 miles against currént...... 6, 273.00
261 miles in slack water....... 1, 077.00
4 lockages 44, 00
7,324. 00

=—=l

New Orleans to junction of Tom-
bigbee Canal with Tennessee
River via Tombigbee River:
647 miles in slack water....... $2, 497.00

20 lockages. . . . emmmmmaa 320.00
2, 817.00

Baving per trip in favor of
Tombigbee route......_.. 4, 507.00

Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, the facts
and figures are before us to show the
value of this great project. Army engi-
neers who have spent years studying this
project have shown us the feasibility as
well as the desirability of the Tennessee-
Tombigbee Inland Waterway. When
the survey report of the Army engineers
was placed before the President of the
United States, he said, in part: “I ap-
prove this survey report for a waterway
connecting the Tombighee and Tennes-
see Rivers.” This approval of President
Roosevelt, dated April 24, 1939, may be
found on page 8 of House Document 269.

Let it not be said that we failed to de-
velop our natural resources. When we
provide for the construction of this
great inland waterway, we are benefit-
ing a great section of our country, we are
benefiting many millions of our people
for all time to come, we are reducing
transportati® distances, we are reduc-
ing transportation costs, we are provid-
ing employment, we are building Amer-

ca,

Mr. President, in answer to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Michigan, who
insisted that we were operating under
the precise conditions and facts of 5
years ago, I wish to place in the RECORD
at this point the testimony of General
Robins before the Senate committee and
the colloquy between him and the chair-
man of the committee, the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. BaiLEy]l, who, by
the way, voted against the proposal 5
years ago. This record sets at naught
practically all the arguments adduced
by the Senator from Michigan last Fri-
day. It will be remembered that the
Senator had much to say about the re-
duction of freight rates on oil shipped
from the southern territory to other
parts of the United States. Water
transportation has always been the fa-
vored means of transporting oil. He
emphasized pipe lines and reduced rail-
road rates,

General Robins took up that part of
the Senator's speech—unwittingly, of
course, because the testimony was given
before the speech was made—and an-
swered those questions to the satisfac-
tion of the Senator from North Carolina,
who wanted to know if this was an eco-
nomically sound project. General Rob=
ins conclusively proved to the Senator
from North Carolina and to the commit=
tee in this colloquy that it was an eco=
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nomically sound project, when he
showed, by the facts and conditions, that
today this project would show an income
of $4,000,000 annually, whereas in the re-
port 5 years ago only $1,000,000 could be
accounted for. It is clear to all those
who want to know the facts that the
preject is economically sound.

Mr, President, this is not a southern
project. It is not a Mississippi-Alabama
project. It affects the welfare, prosper-
ity, and economic life of millions of peo-
ple in 34 States of the Union. The peo-
ple of Illinois are just as much interested
in the passage of this bill as are the
people of Mississippi. The people of
Ohio and Michigan, when they know the
facts, will be just as much interested in
the adoption of the Tennessee-Tom-
bighee project as are the people of Ala-
bama.

Mr. President, at this time I wish to
ask unanimous consent to have printed
in the Recorp as a part of my remarks
the colloquy between the Assistant Chief
of Engineers and the Senator from North
Carolina.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

TENNESSEE-TOMBIGBEE INLAND WATERWAY—EX-
CERPTS FROM TESTIMONY OF MAJ. GEN.
THOMAS M. ROBINS, ASSISTANT CHIEF OF ARMY
ENGINEERS, BEFORE THE SUBCOMMITTEE OF
THE COMMITTEE ON COMMERCE, UNITED STATES
BENATE, THURSDAY, APRIL 27, 1944
GenErAL Romins. I happened to be a mem-

ber of the Board of Engineers for Rivers and
Harbors when this project was under con-
slderation and this same discussion about
the locks took place at the Board meeting for
several hours and the question as to whether
these locks would have to be made wide
enough to correspond with the locks on the
lower Tennessee to take care of the traffic
that came down the Mississippi River was
gone into at length. The Board agreed that
the question of the width of the locks should
be left open and In its report recommend
locks approximately 75 feet by 450 feet clear,
and put the word “approximately” in so that
the adjustment could be made if the locks
had to be widened out.

I would like to explain that after a project
like this is authorized by the Congress, the
first step that the Department takes is to
have made what is called a definite project
report. In preparing this report the district
engineer goes into all engineering questions
over again such as dimensions of the locks
and all details and dimensions are perfected
and the definite project report sent into the
Chief’s office for approval before the con-
tract drawings and specifications go out. I
think the committee may have no concern
about whether, if this waterway is authorized
and built, the Corps of Engineers will build
the locks of the proper size to take care of
the potential commerce.

Senator BarmLey. This Tombigbee proposi-
tion has grown, in my estimation, but at the
same time I am In just this state of mind:
We do not have a report from the Chief of
Engineers. The savings reported by General
Schley, who was Chief of Engineers, has been
under very severe attack.

General Rosins, I was going to touch upon
that.

Senator Banney. Now, we raise the question
of locks and everything is predicated on the
reports, but we have got to be careful.

I have this impression, that it would be
much better for the Tombigbee because, 1f
its advocates should simply contend that we
should put this project in that section of the
bill which calls for a review, in order that we

= erations.
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may get an up-to-date view in the light of all
the discussions and all the discussions had,
and also with relation to the post-war situa-
tion. We can get all that before the war is
over, :

8o it is economically sound, not on recre-
ational purposes—I do not believe in the pur-
poses of recreation as a necessary considera-
tion—but show me where it 1s economically
sound and I will ask this commlittee to act
upon it independently of all other consid-
I am just making that to get this
to a conclusion, which I hope will be con-
structive.

General Ropins. Yes, sir; I see your posi-
tion, Senator, but I think that there is con-
siderable information that has been brought
out at this hearing, and additional informa-
tion will be brought out as to the question of
the savings in transportation costs that may
be expected to accrue if the project is au-
thorized. After hearing all the testimony in
regard to the report before it, if the com-
mittee thinks it does not have sufficlent in-
formation, there is only one thing to do, and
that is to call for a new report.

Senator Bamey, We have a great deal of
information, It is the rule in this committee
to depend upon the report of the Chief of
Engineers. I am sure you are familiar with
that, an old rule here, and written in the stat-
ute thdat we depend on the report of the Chief
of Engineers, that is considered final.

Now the report of General Schley is sub-
Ject to attack and I think this morning that
we took away $300,000 at one time, that is
recreation, and $600,000 another time, What
was that?

Senator OverToN. $100,000 for recreation,
$276,000 on land-value enhancement, and
$600,000 on national defense,

Benator Baruey. That makes nearly $1,000,-
000 of benefits.

CGeneral RopiNs. You took all that away;
you did not put back anything for the known
increase in potential commerce. The whole
case of the opposition has been put up here
on the basis of taking into account all
changed conditions’ adverse to the project,
such as construction of pipe lines, and leav-
ing out of consideration the increase in po-
tential commerce, which has taken place.

Senator BAILEY. You may bring in fresh
evidence, but just speaking of the railroad
people here, as you did, and they have only
one thing to attack and that is the report
of the Chief of Engineers, and they did attack
that on these three items and I thought they
attacked it rather successfully.

Representative Ranxin. General Robins is
Assistant Chief of Engineers, and he was on
the board that made this report. If seems
to me that you would take this report of the
é:;a;rr engineers as virtuzally a report of the

ef,

Senator Baney, No, Rather I thought of
the instance of Senator BANKHEAD who went
to the Chief of Engineers and asked him if he
could possibly review this matter in time for
our present hearing. I received his letter,
in which he sald that he could not. This is
not in the nature of a review; I should think
this would be in the nature of sustaining
reports up to date.

Representative RANEIN. If it is taken out
of this bill, it will probably indefinitely post-
pone the project or kill it entirely. I brought
the Army engineers before the committee,
and the men who were on the board at the
time, such men as General Robins here, and
they have gone through this thing time and
time again, and there would be no change in
physical developments on the Tennessee
River, except an increase of traffic and an
increased necessity for this project.

Benator BALEY, I do not think you could
improve your case on review,

Representative RanxN. I do not see how
you could. Of course, there is some develop-
ment going on in-the Tennessee River, ship
bullding, and so forth, I don't know whether
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they want that discussed publicly or not.
There may be some other defense work going
on there that I doubt we ought to discuss
publicly, but so far as the feasibility of this
project 1s concerned, I do not see any neces-
sity for any additional survey.

Senator Bamey. We undertake to find
proposittons economically sound by finding
the annual benefits exceed the economic
costs, that is your economic aspect. We dis-
cuss $176,000 for land value, $100,000 for
recreation, and $600,000 for national defense,
all of them intangible and I think, with all
due respect, that they must necessarily be
speculative. :

General Roeins. I agree with you, Senator,
you cannot fix any exact monetary value on
those, The Board of Engineers for Rivers
and Harbors does not attempt to do so.

Senator BanLey, I think in a review you can
come in here and show an enterprise would
be a profitable institution excluding those
items. If it is shown to be a profitable in-
stitution I am going to be, very likely, for it.

General Rosins, Benator, I can show you
that in 5§ minutes.

Senator Baney. I want a report from the
Chief of Engineers on that. We have never
approved a project that I know of here in
the Senate, since I have been here. It was
not that we did not approve it on the report
of the Chief of Engineers. I think you are
familiar with that.

General Rosins, Yes, sir,

Benator Baney, I mean Mr. RANEIN is
familiar with it too. It came to me in the
Senate and I asked, “Has the Chief of Engi-
neers approved it?" They said “No.” I say,
“You have not got a chance on earth then.”

Representative RANKIN. We would depend
on the Army Board of Engineers that makes
the investigation and, when they make their
report nobody has ever been able to success-
fully challenge it. When this great amount
of traffic began to increase on the Tennessee:
River, it just simply emphasized the neces-
sity for the project. The Chief of Engineers
is gone and he is not here now. These men
put In 3 or 4 years on If. They went from
one end of this project to the other. It isthe
most thoroughly surveyed and investigated
project I have ever known since I have
been connected with the Congress of the
United States.

For instance we thought, and I think they
thought when they started in, that the
feasible route would be up Bear Creek. They
investigated that carefully. They Iinvesti=-
gated carefully this project Mr. Fort men=-
tioned this morning, going up the Warrior
River and they found that going up the
Warrior River and connecting with the Ten=
nessee River would be practically impossible.
They would have to pump the water to run
the locks through their locations. They
found the same thing on the Bear Creek
route., The Pickwick Dam had been con=
structed, which made this Yellow Creek route
feasible. All those physical conditions still
remain. There would be no change in them
whatsoever. The only question is the amount
of trafic this project would carry and that
is a matter of practical knowledge, not only
to the engineers, to the Members of the
Congress, but to others who are interested in
that proposition,

Senator Barrey. You agree with the general
here that you can strike out that §1,000,000
advantage and go ahead?

Representative RANkiN, I certainly do.

Senator BarLey, But we would be in a posi-
tion of being without a report of the chief
of engineers,

Senator OverTON. The chief of engineers
in his report—to start with, the chief sub-
mits a report to the Congress on it. He does
not disapprove the project. He makes these
statements. The estimate of $2,168,000 is-
arrived at by the use of full data by thor-
ough analysis thereof and by sound con=
clusions, I concur in the view that it is
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conservative rather than liberal as to the
gaving in transportation costs. Then he dis-
cusses the intangible values with which we
all agreed, those present at the subcommittee
hearing. Then he reviews here the project
which may be authorized by the Congress.
It does not affirmatively approve it; it does
not disapprove the project.

Representative RANKIN. The only thing he
considers is the amount of traffic.

Benator OverToN. He does say in his
opinion the estimate is a conservative one. I
am going to ask General Rebins what he has
to say in reference to the items of savings in
transportation costs, $2,158,000, according to
my recollection that is the figure.

Representative RANKIN, Mr, Chairman, be-
fore you leave that—

Senator OveErTOoN. But let us get this, Mr,
Representative,

Representative RANKIN, Mr. Chairman, be-
fore you leave that, I want to emphasize the
fact that when General Schley made that
report, the other dams had not been built and
therefore there was no outlet into the Ohio
River.

Senator OverToN. I imagine General Rob-
ins will refer to that. I want to see what his
view is as assistant cheif of engineers with
reference to savings in transportation
charges; why they make a difference in the
savings in up-bound travel on the Missis-
sippl, I do not know. The two amount to
$168,000. What have you to say?

General Ropins. Mr, Chairmdn, the total
benefits that were tabulated in this report
contalned in House Document 269 before any
allowance. was made for future growth was
$1,850,000 of which 785,000 in round num-
bers represents the savings on petroleum
products which the railroads now throw out
because of the pipe lines.

Senator OverToN. What do you say about
that?

General RoBiNs. I do not for a minute ad-
mit that the construction of those pipe lines
will stop the movement of oil on waterways.

Senator BAILEY. How much will it affect it?

General Romns, I couldn’t tell you exactly,
sir, but certainly half of that estimated oil
tonnage will continue to move. The pipe
lines have been in existence for years. There
have been more of them built in the last 2 or
3 years and the oil iz still moving on the
waterways,

The pipe lines now extend to the Birming-
ham area and the oil is still moving on the
Warrior River.

But for the sake of argument let us suppose
that oil is off the waterway and I will deduct

“the saving for that, leaving $1,065,000,
Since the tonnage which produces this saving
of 81,065,000 was estimated, traffic on inland
waterways has more than doubled so the sav-
ing of 81,065,000 should be doubled to meet
the conditions as they are today, so without
considering petroleum products you get
back to about the same tangible saving given
in the report for shippers over the Tombig-
bee Waterway itself.

Mr. Chairman, if we came up here and
submitted a report recommending a project
for slack water on the Mississippi between
Cairo and New Orleans, by building locks
and dams on the (Mississippi) River itself at
an estimated cost of $66,000,000, I think you
would all take off your hats and cheer. This
alternate route on the Tombigbee we are
recommending amounts to the same thing,
only the locks and dams are to be built on
the Tombighee instead of the Mississippi.
There is no greater tangible saving than that
which will accrue from use of the Ten-
nessee-Tombigbee route instead of the Mis-
sissippi for the upstream traffic. This saving
as estimated in House Document 269, is
$1,000,000. It is very conservative, and
should be doubled on account of the in-
crease that has taken place in up-stream
traffic on the Mississippl River.

“benefit for national defense,.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Taking into account all the changed con-
ditions since the report before the commit-
tee was prepared, there is a total tangible
saving in slght today of #$4,000,000 a year
for this project, and the carrying charges on
this project are $3,500,000. From the infor-
mation that is officially avallable to this com-
mittee there is no question in my mind but
that the Tennessee-Tombighee project is
economically sound without considering
recreation or® national defense or enhanced
land values or any other intangible benefits.

We can go back to the field, make another
report, and do all the work over again, and
hold hearings, and when the new report
comes up before the committee you will have
the seme old arguments in opposition to the
project that you have today. If the com-
mittee—if the Congress—wants us to make
another report, we will be glad to make it.
That is the situation as I see it.

Senator OverTON. You are satisfied that
the report that would be submitted would
be along the lines you just stated?

General Roeins. Absolutely; and if this
report can be attacked on account of some
of the changed conditions since the report
was written, I do not see why it cannot be
defended on account of other changed con-
ditions.

Representative RawgIN, May I ask him a
question, Mr. Chairman?

Senator OveERTON. Very well.

Representative Rankin. On this guestion
of national defense they have eliminated any
As a matter of
fact, a great deal of our defense work is being
done in the Tennessee Valley area, 1s it not,
on the Tennessee River?

General Rosins. That is right; quite true.
Unquestionably, if that waterway were in
operation today, it would be of tremendous
value for national defense, but you cannot
put a money value on it any more than you
can put a value on winning the war.

Representative RaNkIN. If we should get
into a war in the future, in addition to fur-
nishing a slack waterway for up-bound traf-
fic, should the Mississippi River be closed,
this would furnish us an outlet to the sea,
would it not?

General Roeins, Yes, sir. .

Representative Ranximnv. And, moreover,
one that is protected so much that it could
scarcely be attacked from the sea?

General Rosins. Yes, sir.

There have been a great many extracts
read from House Document 269, particularly
having to do with the letters of the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority and of the National
Resources Committee. I would like to call
attention to the fact that after the President
got those letters he said—and it is printed
in House Document 260—that he is in favor
of this project.

Senator BAiLey. The President?

General Rosins. Yes, sir,

Mr. BILBO. Mr. President, I have a
suspicion that when people understand
what is involved in this project, some
of our friends in other parts of the coun-
try who think it is a Mississippi, Ala-
bama, or Tennessee project, will have a
sad awakening.

In this connection I wish to read a
letter from the Governor or Illinois. It
was written in the spring of this year,
and reads as follows:

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR,

Springfield, April 10, 1944,
Hon. Fravk W. BoYkiIn,
House of Representalives,
Washington, D. C.

DEAr REPRESENTATIVE Boymin: I wish to
acknowledge receipt of your letter of March
16, 1944, concerning the Tennessee-Tombig-
bee inland waterway project which has been
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considered in the House of Representatives
as part of waterway bill H. R. 3961.

The State of Illinois is intensely interested
in waterways, especially in their use as ar-
terles of transportation. The Tennessee-
Tombigbee canal project, which will provide
a slack-water upstream waterway in con-
junction with the Mississippi River, I believe,
would not only enlarge the Middle West area
now served by waterway transportation but
would provide an all-weather route from
Cairo to the Gulf of Mexico.

It would be of benefit, either directly or
indirectly, to the entire Middle West. How-
ever, I am informed that the project was
omitted from H. R. 3861 in the House of
Representatives and that it may be recon-
sidered when the bill reaches the Senate.

If the project is again replaced In the Sen-
ate, I will be pleased to present it to the
Benators of this State with my recommenda-
tions.

Very truly yours,
Dwicar H. Greewn, Governor,

He is the Republican Governor of Illi-
nois. By the way, Mr. President, I un-
derstand he has been reelected.

If there is any Senator from the Mid-
west or the North or from parts of the
East—because Pennsylvania is very
much intereseted in this proposition—
who is not entirely familiar with the
project, I will state that business people
of Pittsburgh are already making their
plans looking to the day when this great
change will be made, for it will have a
great effect on the cost of transporting
manufactured articles from that great
industrial center to the South, and they
are very much interested in it. No other
piece of legislation which has come be-
fore the Congress will give such a great
impetus to the development of the South.
At the same time, it will give an impetus
to development in all the other 34 States.

Now I wish to read into the Recorp a
letter addressed to the senior Senator
from Louisiana [Mr. OverToN] by the
president of the Mississippi Valley Asso-
ciation, Mr. Lachlin Macleay. His letter
is dated at St. Louis, Mo., on April 27,
1944, and reads as follows:

MississipPl VALLEY ASSOCIATION,
St. Louis, April 27, 1944,
Hon. Joun H. OVERTON,

United States Senate,

Washington, D, C.

DEAr SENATOR OVERTON: At the hearing on
the rivers and harbors bill before your com-
mittee on Wednesday morning, April 26,
there was some discussion regarding the
amount of tonnage moving on the Mississippl
River system. It has occurred to us that the
following figures may be of interest to you
and to the members of the committee,

Exclusive of oceangoing cargo on the lower
Mississippl River and exclusive of the move-
ment of certain strategic materials and lend-
lease commodities which, for military rea-
sons, cannot be made public, the gross traffic
on the Mississippl River and its tributaries
in 1942 was 125,208,371 short tons which is
an increase of more than 20 percent over
1940. These figures do not include the Guif
Intracoastal Waterway skirting the Gulf of
Mexico between Texas and Florida, via New
Orleans., This waterway handled an addi-
tional 21,268,183 tons, an increase of 82 per-
cent over 1840.

Mr. President, I am reading this letter
into the REcorp because some persons
will try to dodge the fact of the great
change which has been brought about
in the development of the South, and
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will attempt to say that all the increase
in tonnage is due to lend-lease, war, and
strategic materials which are passing
over the rivers and railroads in that
area. But Mr. Macleay states in his let-
ter that the figures he gives are exclu-
sive of lend-lease and certain strategic
materials. .

The remainder of the letter reads as
follows:

The combined trafic of the Mississippi
River system and the Intracoastal Waterway
in 1842, exclusive of lend-lease and certain
strategic materials, was 146,476,554 tons, an
increase of 85 percent over 1940. The ton-
mileage of commodities handled by these
combined waterways In 1942 was 18,816,644,-
000, an increase of 41 percent over 1940.
These waterways include about 6,700 miles
of commercially navigable channels.

For comparison, it may be Interesting to
note that the 26 railroad lines serving the
southern region of the United - States, in-
cluding those which comprise the great sys-
tems of the Illinois Central, the Southern,
and the Atlantic Coast Line, have 37,500
miles of main-line track. The waterways
referred to, with only 18 percent as much
mileage, In 1942 handled the equivalent of
approximately 22 percent of the ton-miles of
revenue freight handled by the railroads of
the southern region that same year.

The above figures do not include the ton-
nage of seagoing craft newly or partly built at
ghipyards on the inland waterways and des-
tined for ocean service. Approximately 1,000
military and naval vessels of substantial
gizes and of various types have been built at
inland yards during the years 1942 and 19843,
and moved without accident to the tide-
water ports of the Gulf via the improved
channels of the Mississippl River system. In-
cluded among these are a large number of
war vessels built on the Great Lakes, many
of them more than 300 feet in length.

This record was made despite the fact that
during 1942, 116 dry-cargo steel barges were
voluntarily relinquished by the river opera-
tors for conversion to oil carriers. These
bargss have a capacity of 1,330,644 barrels
and are now in constant use, During the
pericd of converting the dry-cargo barges to
oll carriers, they were out of use for a con-
siderable period of time which, of course,
seriously affected the tonnage movement on
the system.

Figures for 1943 have not been fully com-
piled. Those available for the first 6 months
of that year show a substantial increase
over 1942,

Sincerely, .
LACHLAN MAacLEAY, President.

Mr. President, at the beginning of this
fight, 5 years ago, there was some hesi-
tancy on the part of the Tennessee Valley
Authority regarding its approval of this
project. The Senator from Michigan
thought he would find some helpful op-
position to the project, so in the spring of
1944 he wrote to the Tennessee Valley
Authority. On April 29, 1944, the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority replied to the
Senator from Michigan, Its letter to the
Senator reads as follows:

TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY,
Knogville, Tenn., April 29, 1944,
Hon. A. H. VANDENBERG,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C.

My Dear ARTHUR; This will acknowledge re-
ceipt of your letter of April 22 inquiring as to
the Authority’s position with reference to the
feasibility of the proposed Tennessee-Tom-
bigbee Canal.

Since we last wrote to you on this subject
in 1810 we have had occaslon to restudy this
_q’ueatiun from the point of view of both the
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power losses to the Authority's power system
and the prospective savings to the people of
the Tennessee Valley on traffic moving over
the waterway. The maximum diversion of
water from Pickwick Reservoir is stated in the
report of the Board of Engineers for Rivers
and Harbors, published in House Document
No. 269, Seventy-sixth Congress, first session,
as 400 cubic feet per second. We have ex-
amined the records of the core drilling car-
ried on by the Army engineers in investiga-
tions of this project, and we believe that this
estimate is both reasonable and conservative.
This amount of water utilized through the
Tennessee Valley Authority power plants at
Pickwick and Kentucky Dams would generate
approximately 3,000 kilowatts of power. The
monetary loss to the Authority resulting from
the diversion of 409 cuble feet per second is
estimated as ranging from §60,000 to $100,000
per year, depending upon conditions current
at the time. The exact amount of the loss
would depend upon whether the year were wet
or dry, the cost of coal for steam generation,
and the size and nature of the Authority's
load.

Now, Mr. President, listen to what the
Tennessee Valley Authority has to say in
conclusion: ;

A preliminary study of the transporta-
tion benefits to Tennessee Valley commerce
‘which would result from the construction of
the canal indicates that the savings affecting
commerce of Interest to the valley would
substantially exceed the above direct loss in
power revenues. We believe, therefore, that
the construction of the Tombighee waterway
would provide an over-all net benefit to the
Tennessee Valley area.

With kindest personal regards.

Sincerely yours,
JAMES P, PoFE, Director.

ant Chief of Engineers, the Tennessee
Valley Authority, the Governor of Illi-
nois—a State far away from the location
of the project—the President of the
United States, the entire Board of Engi-
neers for Rivers and Harbors, including
General Reybold and General Schley, the
present and former Chiefs of Engineers,
recommending the project and stating
that it is sound; that the Board has
agreed to it; and that they do pass fa-
vorably on this project. Consequently,
how any Senator could hesitate to pass
favorably on the project is beyond me.

Mr. President, I am familiar with the
territory through which the canal would
pass. It is very gratifying to know that
in making their borings and surveys, the
engineers. found the territory to be an
ideal one in which to construct this great
artery of transportation. Within the
territory there is a strip of land approxi-
mately 75 miles wide, called the creta-
ceous belt. It is compesed of sand,
gravel, lime, rock, and shale, as well as
earth containing no rock with which the
diggers would have to contend. It is a
very favorable territory through which

together the great water systems of the
Tennessee and the Tombigbee.

I have said nothing about what the
project would do for the State of Mis-
sissippi. The northern section of the
State of Mississippi is blessed with vari-
ous kinds of clays and shale, as well as
other varieties of clay, such as ceramic
clay. The territory offers a great future.
It must be remembered that in the Ten-
nessee Valley of Alabama we are now

So, Mr. President, we have the Assist- .

to dig a canal for the purpose of bringing-
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in the war effort. Aluminum will be
manufactured there in the years to come
for use in the manufacture of articles
for civilian uses. Bauxite from the Haiti
and South American deposits is brought
into this territory and used in the manu-
facture of articles in the area to which
I have referred. I trust that Senators
are able to catch a vision of what the
Tennessee Valley will be in the years to .
come if this great supply of cheap elec-
tric power is made possible with chean
transportation in what is destined to ke
the industrial center of the entire South.
The project would afford a waterway af-
fording transporfation to great indus-
tries which would spring up as a result
of the power generated by the dams on
the Tennessee River.

The only influences, the only secret
powers, and the only lobbies which I
have been able to find in opposition to
the Tombigbee project have been the
railroad interests of the United States.
Mr. President, I assert that the railroads
of this country have always shown a
short-sighted policy in the things which
they have tried to accomplish, and the
things which they have tried to stop.
Of course, the railroads are inherently
opposed to any character or form of
water transportation. They have an
idea that it would decrease their reve-
nues. For that reason they have been
opposed to practically all inland water-
way developments, and because of their
attitude they have been fighting the pro-
posal which is now before the Senate for
consideration. I believe it would be to
the interest of the railroads to help de-
velop this waterway project. It would
result in such an era of prosperity, in-
dustrially and otherwise, to this great
undeveloped section of Alabama, Ten-
nessee, and other sections of the South,
that a great increase in the use of the
railroads for quick and short hauls would
take place. Their volume of business
would increase, employment would in-
crease, and greater revenue would be af-
forded to the railroads of this great sec-
tion of the South. .

I am not fighting the railroads. I am
not opposed to them. They have been
a great blessing in the development of
our country. Sometimes they have tried
to do things which I did not like. For
example, there is on the calendar a hill,
reported from the Interstate Commerce
Committee, which would make a Christ-
mas present to the railroads of the
country of all the land which was
granted to them by the Government,
and for which they in turn were to com-
pensate the people of the country by
giving them a rebate on all freight
hauled in the name of and for the Gov-
ernment. Ishall have more to say about
that proposal when it comes before the
Senate for consideration.

The other day there came to my at-
tention an amendment which had been
submitted in the Senate. To my mind
it is one of the smoothest pieces of pro-
posed legislation that has ever been
suggested to the Congress. A Senator
had submitted an amendment to the
river and harbor bill providing that
hereafter there could be no develop-
ment of water transportation in the

| making aluminum, which is being used |

| country until the bill providing for such
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had been first submitted to the Inter-
state Commerce Commission, public
hearings had been held, and the neces-
sity for the project had been recom-
mended to the Congress., Mr. President,
we might as well offer an amendment
saying there will be no more legislation,
because we all know what the Inter-
state Commerce Commission has done
along this line and what it will do in the
future.

Mr. TUNNELL. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BILBO. I yield.

Mr. TUNNELL. I ask the Senator
from Mississippi what he believes the
effect of the amendment would be.

Mr. BILBO. The effect of the amend-
ment would be that never in the future
could there be any legislation providing
for inland-waterway transportation,

Mr. TUNNELL. Would this Congress
or any. future Congress be bound by it?

Mr. BILBO. No; we would not be
bound by it, but we would have a devil
of a time in repealing that provision of
the law if it were ever placed on the
statute books.

Mr. President, the people of Illinois
are as much interested in the Tombigbee
project as are the people of Alabama,
because it means very much to them.
Without the project, every cargo of
freight from Illinois going down to New
Orleans costs $2,500 more, because the
current has to be fought when return-
ing with a cargo. A savings of that
nature to the business people of Illinois
would mean something to them. That
is why the Governor of the State of
Illinois has been strong in his endorse-
ment of the proposal.

In conclusion, Mr. President, I want to
urge my colleagues to make a study and
a thorough investigation of all the facts
contained in the Board of Engineers'
survey of 1939, together with the ad-
mitted and incontrovertible facts con-
cerning changed conditions since the
survey of 5 years ago, and catch a vision
of the great savings, blessings, and po-
tentialities tp be realized by the con-
struction of this canal or inland water-
way. The projects would result in
marrying and commingling the waters of
the Tennessee River system with the
Tombigbee River system. To vote
down this amendment today would only
delay the construction and completion
of this important link in an inland-
waterway system which covers three-
fourths of the United States.

The blessings, advantages, and possi-
bilities which the construction of this
prpject would bring to millions of people
are destined to become accomplished
facts.

I assure my colleagues that if they fail

_to investigate and understand the facts,

and catch the vision which this project
presents, their seats will soon be occu-
pied by others who will see visions and
dream dreams for the progress of our
country. A vote for this project would
be one of the most gratifying of their
entire political career.

The project alone is so far-reaching in
its effects and is so broad in the blessings,
both material and social, which it would
afford to the millions of people who dwell
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in that large expanse of territory from
Chicago to the Gulf, from Sioux City to
Mobile, and from Pittsburgh to New Or-
leans, that the people would rise up and
call them blessed.

When this project shall have been
finished, there will be millions of barges
and boats plying upon the bosom of the
meandering Monongahela, the Ohio, the
Wabash, the Illinois, the Mississippi, the
Arkansas, the Missouri, the Red, the Ten-
nessee, and the Cumberland Rivers, The
splashing and churning of their waters,
upon which float the cargoes of com-
merce,- both foreign and domestic, will
merge into a tune which will make glad
and happy, joyous, and prosperous mil-
lions of American citizens then living in
a new era of cheaper transportation of
the products of their toil which will be
supplying the needs and wants of the
hungering and consuming millions at
home and abroad.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the committee
amendment on page 17, beginning in
line 6.

Mr, WHITE. I suggest the absence of
a quorum. :

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll,
and the following Senators answered to
their names:

Alken Gillette Overton
Austin Green Radcliffe
Balley Guffey Reed

Ball Gurney Revercomb
Bankhead Reynolds
Bilbo Hatch Robertson
Brooks Hayden Russell
Buck Hin Shipstead
Burton Holman Stewart
Bushfield Jenner Taft

Butler Johnson, Calif, Thomas, Okla.
Byrd Johnson, Colo. Tunnell
Capper Kilgore Tydings
Caraway La Follette Vandenberg
Chandler Langer Wagner
Clark, Mo, Lucas ‘Wallgren
Connally McFarland ‘Walsh, Mass
Cordon McKellar Walsh, N. J
Danaher Maloney Weeks
Davis Maybank ‘Wheeler
Downey Mead Wherry
Eastland Millikin White
Ellender Murray Wiley
Ferguson Nye ‘Willls
George O'Danlel

Gerry O'Mahoney

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Seventy-six Senators have an-
swered to their names. A quorum is
present.

Mr. BANKEHEAD, Mr. President, be-
fore entering upon a discussion of the
subject which is before the Senate, which
I hope will be brief, since the Senator
from Mississippi [Mr. BiLsol has fully
explained it, I think it would be well to
point out the location of the project, and
the wide expanse of territory it will
benefit if it shall be completed.

I regard this as the most important
navigation project for an improvement
within the boundaries of the United
States that has been submitted to the
Senate since I have been a Member of
it. The program attempts to make a
connection between several waterways,
including the Tennessee River, the Tom-
bigbee, the Warrior, the Alabama, on the
south side of the Tennessee, reaching all
the way over into Georgia.
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As all northern, western, and southern
Senators, at least, know, the Mississippi
River as a navigable stream starts in the
vicinity of Minneapolis and St, Paul. It
it navigable up to that point now, not
with very deep water, but it is expected
that someday it will L2 deeper. I think
the evidence shows there is a 4-foot
channel to that point at this time.

Then there is the Missouri River, go-
ing almost all the way to Canada, flow-
ing out of Montana through North Da-
kota, South Dakota, Nebraska, Iowa,
Kansas, and Missouri. It comes into the
Mississippi River near St. Louis.

The Illinois River comes from the
Great Lakes, from Chicago, and brings
its water into the Mississippi River near
St. Louis, The Mississippi River below
St. Louis flows on down to Cairo, Ill,
past Memphis, and south to New Or-
leans.

The Ohio River, fed by the Wabash
River, flows to the southwest, from
Pittsburgh, past Wheeling, Cincinnati,
and Louisville, draining all that area on
the west of the Allegheny Mountains.

The Cumberland River comes around
by Nashville, and ‘enters the Mississippi
River near Paducah.

Mr. President, the remarkable thing
about the Tennessee River is its real
direction. It rises in the mountains east
of Knoxville, Tenn. It flows southwest
to Chattanooga, Tenn., then crosses over
into Alabama, flowing through the
northern portion of Alabama, first in a
southwesterly direction, then generally
west, and as it nears the western boun-
dary of Alabama, instead of turning to
the south, as most large waterways in
that region do, it turns north. From the
point at which it turns north in Ala-
bama it runs through Tennessee up to
Paducah, Ky,, where it empties into the
Ohio River, and a short distance below
that point the Ohio empties into the Mis-
sissippi at Cairo, thus eventually bring-
ing the waters of the Tennessee River
into the Mississippi River.

There is, as will be observed from the
map, and as most Senators of course al-
ready know, a full network of rivers
draining the waters of all that great ter-
ritory covering about 32 States, I be-
lieve, into the great old Mississippi River,
which then proceeds to the Gulf, into
which it empties the waters which have
drained into it from the great territory
above.

Mr. President, for nearly all its length
the Tennessee River is at present navi-
gable, It is carrying boats, barges, and
‘tows to various cities in the North, the
East, and the West. The proposed con- -
nection which is now under discussion is
between the Tennessee River and the
Tombighee River, which rises close to the
Tennessee River. There is no connec-
tion at present between the Tombighee
and the Tennessee which is navigable.
The project in question is to construct a
canal which will be approximately 40
miles long, to make connection between
the Tennessee River and the Tombigbee
River, which latter river connects with
the Warrior River, which flows past
Birmingham, and which also connects
with the Alabama River and the Coosa
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River, on which are located Gadsden,
Ala.,, and Rome, Ga.

Let us now for a few minutes consider
the reason for the proposed project.
The canal will be about 41 miles long.
It will run from the Tennessee River
down to and connect with the Tombighee
River, so that navigation will be com-
pleted from the Tennessee River directly
through the canal into the Tombigbee
River and on out to the Gulf of Mexico.

Mr. President, let me point out a sig-
nificant fact. The Tennessee River runs
north from the junction point with the
proposed canal. That puts slack water
into the canal. There will be dams in
the Tennessee River along through the
region involved, which will make slack
water from the junction point of the
canal with the Tennessee River until it
empties into the Ohio and then into the
Mississippi. Below the junction point,
and coming down the Tombighee River,
there will be a series of locks and dams,
12 locks in the canal and 8 locks below
it, making a waterway from the Tennes-
see River, through the canal, and
through the Tombigbee River and the
Gulf of at least 9 feet in depth.

One peculiar physical fact about that
situation is that by nature the watershed
in the Tennessee River Basin is about
100 feet higher than is the watershed of
the Tombigbee River. It is proposed, by
means of the canal, to bring together the
water from the two major water basins.
There is no other such situation, I am
told, in the United Stetes. Such a situa-
tion is not possible anywhere else. The
canal will connect the two water basins.
Since the last dam on the Tennessee
River was constructed the water in the
Tennessee River is 150 feet higher than
the water in the lower watershed, that is,
the Tombigbhee. Of course, connection
is made by a series of locks and dams.

It is very evident, Mr. President, that
if the canal is constructed it will bring
about a great shortening of the distance
necessary to be traveled in up-river
transportation from points on the Ten-
nessee River to points in Alabama and
Georgia. At present, in going from
Knoxville, or Chattanooga, a boat may
go down the Tennessee and then turn
north on the Tennessee River in order to
get into the Mississippi, and then go
down the Mississippi River to New Or-
leans, moving then over to Mobile, and
up the Tombighee and Alabama Rivers
if it is going to any point in Alabama,
or up the Coosa River into the eastern
part of Alabama or into the northern
part of Georgia. The joining of the two
water courses which will be brought
about by the completion of the canal
makes the distance 600 miles less than is
the case now between cities on the Ten-~
nessee River and cities on the Warrior
River and the Alabama-Coosa Rivers.

On the trip down the Mississippi River,
there is of course a swift current, which
brings boats down the stream swiftly,
and for the same reason probably at a
cheaper cost, but when boats return and
go the other way, they must buck the
swift stream of the Mississippi River.
Traffic going through the proposed canal
will go through slack water all the way
up to Paducah, Ky, and to Cairo on the
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Mississippi River, So the engineers
figure—and the figure is contained in
the report—that in making a round trip
by towboat with eight barges from Pa-
ducah, Ky., down the Mississippi River,
and through the inland waterway from
New Orleans to Mobile, and then up
through the canal and on out into the
Tennessee River, then proceeding back to
Pittsburgh or to Minneapolis or to St.
Louis, the cost as far back as Cairo is
reduced by 50 percent by using the canal
instead of bucking the swift current of
the Mississippi River, as must be done
now on the return trip. The engineers
figure that by going through the canal
on the return trip the cost of a tow boat
such as I have mentioned with eight
barges for the round trip will be reduced
$2,400. That means going down the
swift current of the Mississippi and back
up through slack water.

As conditions now are, if the boat con-
tinues up toward Pittsburgh the cost in-
creases. If the trip involves going to
Birmingham it will cost $5,000 more, he-
cause in going to Birmingham the boat
must go down the Warrior River and on
down below into the Tombighee, and on
down through that river to Mobile, and
go out to New Orleans, and then buck
the swift current of the Mississippi all
the way.

So no one disputes the very great sav-
ing to be accomplished to all the users
of water transportation in the entire
area from the Rocky Mountains to the
Alleghanies by the utilization of the slack
water of the proposed waterway, which
would avoid the swift current on the
Mississippi.

Mr, AIKEN, Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Does the Senator from Alabama
yield to the Senator from Vermont?

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. Can the Senator from
Alabama give us an estimate of the
amount of tonnage which would be car-
ried over this waterway?

Mr. BANKHEAD. Of course, it is im-
possible to estimate the future tonnage
with any accuracy. I can say to the
Senator that the record shows that be-
tween 1932 and 1942, a 10-year period,
the traffic on the Mississippi River and
its tributaries down to the Gulf has in-
creased from 5,000,000,000 ton-miles to
19,000,000,000 ton-miles.

Mr. ATKEN. To what does the Sena-
tor ascribe that increase?

Mr. BANKHEAD. One reason, I as-
sume, is that the people are becoming
familiar with water transportation from
the standpoint of cost, as compared with
other transportation. Let me point out
to the Senator the difference in cost. As
the Senator knows, new ideas and new
facilities evolve by degrees. Here are
the figures showing relative costs as be-
tween g rail tank car, a deep-draft tank-
€er, a pipe line, and a barge. This infor-
mation was compiled with reference to
oil transported in pipe lines. Transpor-
tation by rail tank car costs 8.3 mills per
ton-mile; by deep-draft tanker, such as
those which go to sea, the cost is 1.256
mills; and by pipe line, 3 mills,
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Mr. ATKEN. Does not that depend on
the size of the pipe line, and whether it is
used continuously? -

Mr., BANKHEAD, These figures are
based on such pipe lines as we now have
in use.

Mr. AIKEN. The Big Inch, if used
continuously, would transport oil as
cheaply as it could be transported by
oceangoing tankers,

Mr. BANKHEAD. It could not con-
tinue to do so. In the first place, the
depreciation is very great.

Mr. ATKEN, I realize that.

Mr. BANKHEAD, The lines last only
a few years, and then they must be re-
newed.

Mr. ATKEN. The cost by barge line is
from 2 to 2% mills, is it not? That is
about a third the cost of rail transpor-
tation.

Mr. BANKHEAD. The cost of trans-
portation by rail is 8.3 mills, and the cost
of transportation by barge line is from
2 to 2% mills per ton-mile,

Mr. ATKEN. What about the nature
of the cargoes carried up and down the
river?

Mr. BANKHEAD. As I have stated,
this calculation is based on oil.

Mr. ATKEN. What other kinds of car-
go would be carried?

Mr. B . I shall be glad to
give the Senator that information. I
had intended to reach it in the course of
this discussion,

Mr. AIKEN. I thought the Senator
had concluded.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I shall be glad to
give the Senator the information now.
This information was furnished me by
the Board of Engineers, based upon re=-
cent traffic upon these streams. Up=-
bound there are petroleum products,
sand and gravel, logs, sugar, lumber,
scrap iron, coffee, canned goods, sulfur,
and paper. Down-bound there are some
of the same items—logs, sand and gravel,
cotton, iron and steel products, lumber,
grain and flour, canned goods, fertilizer,
beverages, and soap. This information
is taken from the records.

Mr. AIKEN. I now come to the all-
important question in my mind: How
much new business will be done if the
waterway is established, over and above
what is being done now? How much
new wealth will be added to the local-
ities, to the States, and to the country?
Will more business be done, and will new
products be handled which would not be
handled without the waterway?

Mr. BANKHEAD. I think that is per=-
fectly evident from the increase in traffic
which I cited during the past 10 years,
from 5,000,000,000 ton-miles to 19,000,-
000,000 ton-miles.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield? -

Mr, BANKHEAD. 1 yield.

Mr. EASTLAND. Let me say to the
Senator from Vermont that 70 percent
of the entire petroleum traffic on the
Mississippi River is destined for Ohio
River points; and the United States
engineers believe that when this canal is
put into operation it will attract most of
the up-river traffic by way of the Tom-
bigbee, because the distance by that
route is shorter, and because there will
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be slack water, which will result in a
substantial saving to industries and busi=-
nesses in the Ohio River Valley.

A great argument has been made about
pipe lines and petroleum products, to the
effect that the railroads have reduced
their rates, and that there are now pipe
lines which serve this area. However,
those pipe lines carry gasoline, while a
tremendous volume of fuel oil now moves
up the Mississippi River to points on the
Ohio River., That traffic would use the
proposed canal, because, roughly, it could
be delivered $2,800 a tow cheaper.

Mr. AIKEN. Has either the Senator
from Alabama or the Senator from Mis-
sissippi a break-down showing the per-
centage of upstream and downstream
freight traffic at present?

Mr. BANKHEAD, I have no break-
down, but it is evident that the two are
about equal, because the barges which
go down the river must come back up the
river, and the barges which go up the
river must come back down. I do not
believe that many of them travel any
great distance empty.

Mr. ATKEN, Would not the balance
probably be in favor of the upstream
traffic?

Mr. EASTLAND. Today there is oil
traffic on the Tombighee River, and that
area is rapidly becoming a great oil-
producing section. This canal will en-
able that area to market those products.
For example, today the Standard Oil Co.
of Ohio ships all its crude oil up river to
its refineries in the State of Ohio. That
oil traffic will use the proposed canal, and
the savings will be reflected in cheaper
prices to consumers in the Ohio River
Valley.

Mr. AIKEN. The reason I raise that
question is that a month ago I visited
the Illinois River canal locality, and was
very much surprised to find that approxi-
mately 85 or 90 percent of the traffic was
north-bound, taking products from the
South to the North, and that only 10 or
15 percent of the tonnage was south-
bound from Chicago. I wonder if a sim-
ilar situation would apply in connection
with the Tombigbee Canal,

Mr. BANKHEAD. The Tombigbee
Canal area has not been in a position to
furnish any traffic, because there has
been no connection with the Tennessee
River. Of course, the lower part of the
Tombighee is navigable, but not for a
very great distance.

Mr. ATIKEN. Would the Tombigbee
Canal take any water from any other
waterway?

Mr, BANKHEAD. No.

Mr. AIKEN. It would not affect other
waterways in any way?

Mr. BANKHEAD. The T. V. A. is ad-
vocating this project.

Mr, AIKBEN. There is no objection on
the part of the T. V. A.?

Mr. BANKHEAD. We have a letter in
the Recorp from the T. V., A, favoring
this project.

Mr. AIKEN. That is a very good rec-
ommendation,

Mr. BANKHEAD. In connection with
increased traffic, I am reminded of a
statement by Representative JOHN
SeargmMAN, of the Eighth Alabama Dis-
trict, the district through which the Ten-
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nessee River runs in Alabama. It runs
all the way across the State in his dis-
trict, from Georgia to Tennessee. Let
me read to the Senate the statement on
the subject of traffic by Mr. SPARKMAN,
who, as I have just stated, represents
that entire stretch of the Tennessee
River across Alabama.

I know of no project that could serve a
more worth-while purpose than the junction
of the Tennessee and Tombigbee Rivers with
this short canal that would have to be built,
I have been very much interested in watch=-
ing the increase in navigation on the Ten-
nessee River, The Tennessee River runs the
full length of my district. That navigable
channel is not finished yet and will not be
until along toward the end of this year or
even next year when the Kentucky Dam near
Paducah is finished.

Then there will be a 9-foot channel all
the way from Knoxville to the Ohio River,
a distance of 650 miles. For the time being,
as long as the Gilbertsville Dam—it used to
be the Gilbertsville Dam, it is now the Ken-
tucky Dam—is unfinished, there is a bottle-
neck in that river, so that, instead of a
9-foot minimum channel, we have about a
6- or at the most about a 7-foot channel
for that distance of one-hundred-and-eighty-
some-odd miles—

That is at the lower end of the Ten-
nessee—
and yet, in spite of that, navigation on the
Tennessee River has increased by leaps and
bounds in the past several years during the
time that the river has been developed.

Senator OVERTON. Is that mostly by boat or
by barge?

Representative SpARKMAN. Barge.

Senator OvERTON. Yes.

Representative SparkMAN, And contrary to
the bellef of many people, that great in-
crease has not been in the line of sand and
gravel and building materials that are used
on the river. A great many people will tell
you that there has been a tremendous in-
crease in that, but the increase in other mer-
chandise has far exceeded that. In the last
5 years, if I remember correctly, the increase
has been 330 percent. Automobiles put on
the river up at Evansville, Ind., are brought
down and up the Tennessee River and un=-
loaded at Guntersville, Ala., which is the
southernmost tip of the Tennessee River, and
from there are distributed through Atlanta
and all of the southeastern part of our coun-
try.

As the Senator on my right has stated,
here is evidence from the Representative
in Congress from that district that auto-
mobiles produced in his State are brought
down by transportation on the streams
and are distributed into Alabama, Geor-
gia, and the other States in that general
area.

Mr, AIKEN. Mr, President, will the
Senator state what, in his opinion, would
be the effect on the railroads in that lo-
cality if the waterway is built, and what
has been the experience in the case of the
Tennessee River? Perhaps that is the
nearest development from which an an-
alogy can be drawn, based upon its ex-
perience,

Mr. BANKHEAD, It is the general
opinion, and I am sure the Senator will
verify it, that water transportation in-
creases railroad transportation at the
point of navigation, at the ports where
the water transportation commences, be-
cause it builds up the cities and towns,
because of the cheap rates provided, and
because of other reasons. There is not a
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large city in this country, larger than
Indianapolis, which is not located on
navigable water, either on an inland
stream or on the coast. That is clear
evidence, I submit to the Senator, that
water transportation is not injurious to
the railroads; because no large city is
built without the activity and the success
of the railroads serving it.

Mr. AIKEN. If that be the case, to
what would the Senator ascribe the hos-
tility of the railroads to the development
of waterways?

Mr. BANKHEAD. It is difficult for me
to understand it. The railroads have had
an idea, which they have not entirely
changed, that water transportation is a
form of competition for them, that air-
plane transportation is unfair competi-
tion, that public roads, which they claim
are subsidized by the Government, are
unfair and unjust competition and are
injurious to them. But we all know that
cannot be true. Wherever there are good
roads the country is built up, more pas-
sengers are carried by the railroads, more
freight and express are hauled by the
railroads, more homes are built, and the
railroads bring in the materials and the
workers, and so forth.

So, I say that when a situation of
competition between waterways and
railways exists over a period of years,
during which both have built up the
cities and the country, they have served
a good purpose, We all know that water
transportation is cheaper than rail
transportation. So, when we have that
kind of a situation, it is not unfair com-
petition, because the railroads have
proved over the years, by their prosper-
ity and success and their building into
the ports where water transportation oc-
curs, that they thrive with it.

Of course, no one wishes to have com-
petition. That is the only reason of
which I know to account for the attitude
E’f the railroads. But that is the situa-

on.

Mr. ATKEN. Mr, President, I think the
Senator’s explanation is the correct one.
I believe that the development of water-
ways inevitably increases rail traffic. I
think that has been proved time and
again. Yet it is very hard to understand
the hostility of the railroads to the de-
velopment of the facilities which increase
their business.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Evidently they
think it would divert traffic. To Some
extent it does, but it brings in additional
traffic of a different kind.

Mr, AIKEN. It would require the rail-
roads to lower their rates in some cases.

Mr. BANKHEAD, Yes.

Mr. AIEEN. But then they would do
more business at lower rates.

Mr. BANKHEAD, We all know that
there is not only actual competition by
virtue of water navigation but there is
also potential competition which the
railroads do not like to have. So they
try to avoid it insofar as they can.

I am a friend of the railroads. I have
no desire in the world to hurt them. I
want to see them prosper. I was a rail-
road lawyer for 25 or 30 years. I mention
that to show that I could not have any
feeling egainst them, and I have never
expressed any at any time. But I am
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firm in my judgment that water trans-
portation is helpful, rather than hurtful,
to the railroads and their interests.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield.

Mr. EASTLAND. I agree wholeheart-
edly with the statements made by the
Senator from Alabama. The record
shows that today the most prosperous
railroads in the United States are those
which are contiguous to waterways and
which have had waterway competition.
It is the function of the railroad to trans-
port freight from the ports to the hinfer-
lands. The railroad systems of Penn-
sylvania—the B. & O., the Pennsyl-
vania—and the Illinois Central, the
Louisville & Nashville, and the other
great railroad systems which are con-
tiguous to our waterways today are the
most prosperous railroads in the country.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, let me ask
the Senator another question in connec-
tion with the Tombighee project. Is any
power development possible there?

Mr. BANKHEAD. No. It is not a
power project. The water is slack water.

Mr. AIKEN. Could there be any pow-
er development in connection with the
project?

Mr. BANKHEAD. No—or at the most
there could be very little. Of course, a
little water is used in connection with
the locks. But that is all.

Mr., AIKEN, Where will the water
come from?

Mr. BANKHEAD. It will come from
the Tennessee River. But all that has
been considered by the Tennessee Valley
Authority and by the Army engineers.

Mr. AIKEN. What would be the cost
of such water, in terms of the electricity
which it could otherwise be used to de-
velop?

Mr. BANKHEAD. Approximately
$100,000 worth of electricity a year. So
that is not objectionable, in view of the
tremendous. amount of electricity gen-
erated by the Tennessee Valley Author-
ity. That point has been fully consid-
ered by the engineers and by the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority and, I will say,
by the President of the United States,
whose interest in power projects is well
known.

Mr, President, I now desire to finish
reading the statement by Representa-
tive SPARKMAN.

Mr. HILL, Mr, President, I should like
the Senator to do that. I notice that
the distinguished Senator from Nebraska
now honors us with his presence. I hope
the Senator from Alabama will finish
reading the statement by Represenfa-
tive SearkmMAN, because in it he states
that a large flour or feed mill has been
built in Alabama by a company whose
home is in Nebraska, and the building
of the mill and its operation have been
made possible by the opening of the Ten-
nessee River.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I
shall read further from the statement of
Representative SPAREMAN:

During the war, of course, those auto-
mohiles have not been moving, but instead
they have been moving Army trucks, jeeps,
ambulances by the thousands through this
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same channel and through this same port at
Guntersville.

Benator OverToN. What about steel?

Representative SparEman, There has been
a great deal of iron and steel movements.
There have recently been built on the Ten-
nessee River four terminals, one at Enox-
ville, one at Chattanooga, one at Decatur in
my district, and one at Guntersville. The
one in Decatur was opened first a few months
ago. A couple of months ago I saw in the
paper that the first shipment had been made
through that, consisting of 500 tons of pig
iron moving east. I was going down home a
couple of weeks ago and happened to be
going down in the same car with Mr. Hugh
Morrow, president of Sloss-Sheffield Co., in
Birmingham.

That is one of the big steel companies
there.

It was his company that made that ship-
ment, and he told me that he shipped a great
deal of his stuff by water, because with that
heavy, slow type of freight water iIs a natural
carrying agency for it.

Senator OverToN. What is the' point of
origin of that shipment?

Representative Sparkman. Birmingham.

Benator OvERTON. Birmingham. And its
destination was?

Representative SparEman. He tcld that
that particular shipment was going up to
the Ohio River into the Pittsburgh area or
somewhere near, in the general vicinity of
the Pittsburgh area. But there is a great deal
of iron being shipped that way through the
Tennessee River. You would be surprised at
the amount of grain,

That may be of interest to Senators.

Senator OvErTON mentioned a few minutes
ago incoming shipments of grain, particu-
larly corn. BSince the improvement of the
Tennessee River there has been built at
Decatur, Ala——

Benator OvemrtoN, Let me interrupt you
there.

Representative SparkmaN. Yes,

Senator OverTON. In reference to that
shipment of iron originating at Birmingham
and going up to near Pittsburgh, what water
course did it follow?

Representative SparkMan. It went to De-
catur, there put on barge on the Tennessee
River, down the Tennessee to the Ohio, and
up the Ohio.

Senator OverTOoN. Thanks.

Representative Sparxman, If the Tennes-
see-Tombigbee were finished, they could put
it in right at Birmingham,

Senator OvErTON. I see.

Representative SparEmaN. Down to De-
mopolis, up the Tombighee and through the
canal into the Tennessee, about 76 miles
farther down the Tennessee, and on up the
Ohio.

Benator OverTOoN. Yes.

Representative SparkmaN. And probably it
would take that course. A great deal of
shipments out of Birmingham most likely
would take that course.

I was telling you about grain because I
noticed your question to Mr. Boyein about
incoming grain. I want to tell you about the
experience in our section with grain. There
has been a very large flour and feed mill built
at Decatur, Ala., by a company whose home
is In Nebraska, the Nebraska Milling Co., and
they ship grain down the Mississippl up the
Ohio, and up the Tennessee River to that
point, and they grind their grain and feed
and distribute it throughout that area.

Down at Guntersville there has been a
grain elevator put in, and they ship barge-
load after bargeload of grain. The same
thing is done up at Chattancoga, and the
first shipment that went into the Enoxville
Public Use Terminal about a month ago was
a bargeload of grain originating from the
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Midwest. It gives a tie-in with that great
grain section that we never had before, and
the river is making a great deal of use,of it.

Senator Overron. That grain from the
Midwest has traveled both by raill and by
barge?

Representative SparRRmMaN. Well, of course,
some of it may originate with rail, but most
of it is loaded, I believe, right on the Mis-
sissippi there, in Iowa and Minnesota and
those States.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield.

Mr. BUTLER. We of the Central West
are certainly interested in finding mar-
kets for our products. We are just as
much interested as is the Sznator from
Alabama in finding markets for the prod-
ucts of his section of the country.

Mr. BANKHEAD. We are all inter-
ested in such matters.

Mr. BUTLER. Unfortunately, how-
ever, in the Central West the winter sea-
son is such that during that time most
of our water transportation, whether by
river or artificial canal, is frozen. We
cannot, of course, get along without the
railroads. We need transportation fa-
cilities as much as does any other part
of the country. I doubt whether very
much of the grain moved from our area
could possibly be moved by water for the
reason that our grain is grown and har-
vested during those seasons of the year
Ehen the rivers are not open to naviga-

on.

Generally speaking, we ship it during
the season of the year when the streams
are out of commission. So while I am
strongly in favor of the use of as much
water transportation as is practical, I
doubt very much whether it would prove
practical in the dist.ribution of grain
from our area.

Mr. BANKEHEAD. I assume the Sen-
ator does not intend to go on record as
opposing water fransportation. If a
total 12 months of water transportation
out of each year were not available to
him I believe he would agree that it still
would be well to have 8 months of water
transportation. His constituents would
save a great deal of money by using wa-
ter transportation for only 8 months of
the year.

Mr. BUTLER. I should like to have
the Senator understand that, while I am
in favor of water transportation where
it can be economically developed, I do
not believe that so far as my section of
the country is concerned we can expect
to transport a great many of our prod-
ucts by water.

Mr. BANKHEAD. When rivers and
other forms of waterway transportation
are not available because of being
frozen, the same situation would exisf
with regard to other commodities as with
regard to wheat.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BANKHEAD. Iyield.

Mr. MAYBANK. Is it not true that,
even though water transportation is at
times impractical for certain sections in
the North, there are sections in the
South where water ftransportation is
practical, and the result is a combination
of rail and water transportation which
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can be furnished at great saving in cost
to the users of such transportation?

Mr. BANKHEAD. Yes. Commodities
from the North could be brought to the
South by rail to the water transportation
areas and then floated on the water.
They would then travel by water two-
thirds or three-quarters of the distance
from the point of origin to the Gulf.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I may
say to the Senator from Alabama that
that is exactly the plan that is normally
followed. A great many stump loaders
have been located along the Missouri
River in our area during the past 2 or 3
years. But as yet, no elevators of any
capacity have been constructed on the
Missouri River. It may be that when
the facilities on the river are better de-
veloped and they can be relied upon more
definitely than at the present time, such
equipment as is needed will be con-
structed, which will result in an in-
creased movement by water. I may say
to the Senator from Alabama that we
appreciate the opportunity of using
combined rail and water facilitic- when
necessary and when it results in lower
cost of transportation.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I will say to the
Senator, for his encouragement—I know
that he is seeking light—that the use
of water transportation is accepted
rather slowly. I have observed that fact
in my own experience. Upon the opening
of the Warrior River and the Tombighee
River up to Birmingham, the fact to
which I refer was particularly noticeable.
For a long time the people of that area
retained their old habits with respect to
transportation. Gradually the use of
water transportation increased, and no
one has complained that it has been in-
jurious to the railroads.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, BANKHEAD, 1 yield.

Mr. MAYBANK. Speaking of the War-
rior River, is it not true that after the
development to which the Senator has
referred took place the rates on cotton
were very greatly reduced by the rail-
roads, and that the railroads still con-
tinued to do as much business as they
formerly did?

Mr. BANKHEAD. There was a sub-
stantial reduction in the rates. I do not
remember what the reduction was.

Mr. MAYBANK. The rates were re-
duced from $4 to $1.50 a bale.

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BANKHEAD, 1 yield.

Mr, LANGER. As I understand, the
construction of the proposed canal would
materially develop the adjacent areas.

Mr. BANKHEAD. 1 do not believe
there can be any doubt about it.

Mr, LANGER. It is the Senator’s be-
lief, borne out by his experience, that
agricultural districts all over the United
States should be developed.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I certainly take that
attitude.

Mr. LANGER. If this canal were to be
located in the western or northern part
of the United States the Senator would
be just as strongly in favor of it as he is
now.
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Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I am
sure that I have demonstrated what the
Senator from North Dakota has said.
For a long time I have been a member
of the Committee on Irrigation and Rec-
lamation. Senators know that that com-
mittee is primarily interested in western
farmers only. It has always been im-
material to me that the areas in which
the committee was primarily interested
were possibly 2,000 miles from where I
lived. I am sure that I can truthfully
say that I have always been fair to the
interests of all farmers. I have taken
just as active an interest in all legisla-
tion of that type which has come before
the committee as I have in the projects
for the State of Alabama, and for the
farmers—and I am for them, God bless
them, wherever they may live in this
country,

Mr. LANGER. Mr. President, if the
Senator will pardon me I am a member
of that committee and I have been im-
pressed by that very fact. The Senator
from Montana [Mr. WrHEELER] and his
colleague from Montana [Mr. Mur-
RrAY 1, neither of whom is a member of the
committee, came before it and wanted an
appropriation and a recommendation for
the approval of Hungry Horse Dam in
Montana. They found no better advo-
cate for it than the distinguished Sena-
tor from Alabama.

Mr, BANKHEAD. I thank the Sena-
tor. If we are going to be sectional about
these matters, if we are going to lose this
highly important project not only for
Alabama, Mississippi, Georgia, and Ten-
nessee and the South generally because
it is far remote from the States of other
Senators and is not in their backyards or
close to them, then we are changing our
program and are reversing our agricul-
tural economy and the policy of the past
which has been devoid of sectionalism.
There has never been any sectionalism
in the Committee on Irrigation and Rec-
lamation and there has never been any
in the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry. We all work for one common
objective. We do not say that because
flax is produced in the North we will not
be interested in it, nor do we say that
because cotton is grown in the South we
will not be interested in it.

I want to pay the Senator from Michi-
gan a compliment. I had sort of given™
up hope of the Senator being for any of
our agricultural programs in the South,
but he sat here one day for more than 2
hours, perhaps 3, listening to a desultory
argument by me in the interest of the
payment of parity to the cotton farmers,
and when it came to a test, to my sur-
prise, the Senator from Michigan voted
for that relief. I honored him for it,
and I have thought more of him ever
since. I did not know how he was going
to vote, but I think he voted his real
convictions.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr, BANKHEAD. I yield.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I thank the Sen-
ator for his observation, I do not intend
to interrupt any of the advocates of the
Tombigbee project, but I would not want
to allow an implication to be made that
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there was anything sectional in the ar-
gument I made against the project. My
argument certainly was not based upon
any such point of view.

Mr. BANKHEAD, I had no thought of
suggesting the Senator was making a
sectional argument.

Mr., VANDENBERG. I am sure that
is so.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I merely said the
project in question was so far from him
that he could not see it in its proper
perspective.

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield? ’

Mr. BANKHEAD. I have not finished
my statement and the extract I was
reading.

Mr. WILLIS. Would the Senator like
to finish.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I think it would be
better, if the Senator will allow me.

The Member of the House from whose
statement I was quoting said further:

Oh, I was going to tell you one more thing
about the Tennessee River. There have heen

established at Decatur two shipbuilding
plants,

I hope I will have the attention of
Senators on that point. This is not
merely a little interior program to satisfy
local politicians. The truth is there has
not been any political effort made with
the people down there about this project.
Mr. SPARKMAN continued:

One of them is owned by the Ingalls Co,
It was a peacetime plant. It was not bullt

under the strain of war but was bullt back
in peacetime,

It was built when the river became
navigable. There are many kinds of
material in that section of the country,
not only iron ore and steel but alumi-
num, and so forth. There is located on
the Tennessee River a plant making nec-
essary parts for airplanes which are used
in the war. In that region are the im-
portant minerals which are needed for
that purpose. Some plants have been
built along the banks of the Tennessee
River, such as the aluminum plant at
Sheflield, the Lister Hill plant near Shef-
field, and others of the kind. In that
way that section is being developed and
the raw materials and critical resources
of the country are being utilized. All
that development has been started since
power was made available there and
navigation provided, but it is in its
infancy.

Representative SPARKMAN says:

It was not built under the strain of war
but was built back in peacetime. Back then
they were building largely barges and pleas-
ure craft. Since the war has come on they
have been building for the Army and for
the Navy. They are building oceangoing
vessels—cargo-carrying vessels—right now.
They recently sent out two. One of them
went to Poland. The other one was cleared
just & week ago; I don’t remember where it
was gulng. but it was gulng to some 2orelgn
country. I have been told—I don't know
whether this is true or not—that those are
the largest boats that have ever heen built
at a river shipbuilding plant inland, floated
down the Tennessee and the Ohio and the
Mississippi and over across the Atlantic.

Listen to that, Senators,
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Ild.[’r. ATKEN. How large were the ves-
sels?

Mr. BANKHEAD. All I can say is
what the record shows. I do not know.

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. SPARKMAN does not
say how large the vessels were.

Mr. BANKHEAD. He does not, but
says that one of them, a Government
ship, went to Poland.

The other one has been building these
invasion barges, which is a great stimulation
of boatbuilding which I feel confident after
the war will convert itself into pleasure craft
and barge, and craft to be used on the river.

By the way, just the other day the head
of the commerce deparfment of the Ten-
nessee Valley Authority told me that they
could not now get the barges that were in
demand for the hauling of the freight on
that river; that the only thing stopping a
tremendous increase is the fact that they
cannot possibly get the barges.

S0, in reference to the increased use
of that river, the head of the Commerce
Department of the T. V. A. says they
cannot get barges to fill the inereased de-
mand. The only thing stopping a tre-
mendous increase is the fact that they
cannot possibly get the barges.

I shall not quote further from this
able Representative who appeared before
the committee, went on record, and re-
cited the actual facts to show the tre-
mendous development there and the in-
crease in water transportation.

Mr. WILLIS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield.

Mr. WILLIS. I trust the Senator will
indulge me for & moment. The matter
probably has been explained, but will
he be kind enough to explain again what
the effect would be on navigation on the
Tennessee River from the point where
the canal enters the downstream river to
the Ohio River? %

Mr, BANKHEAD. I think, of course,
there is going to be more navigation on
the whole Tennessee River up-bound and
down-bound.

Mr., WILLIS. There will be some
water taken out of the river; will there
not?

Mr. BANKHEAD. No. Such a con-
tention has been made, but the water
which would be taken would be abso-
lutely negligible. The water from the
Tennessee River is not used except for
lockage purposes, making the lifts from
the lower level of the Tombighee. No
flow goes out from the Tennessee River
except through the locks and dams.

Mr. WILLIS, It is protected by the
locks?

Mr. BANKHEAD. Yes; and the
T. V. A,, that is charged with the duty of
protecting the Tennessee River locally,
favors this project; because they say
the amount of water taken will not seri-
ously impair the use which is being made
now of the water for navigation and for
power purposes,- So they are for the
project, and their letter to that effect is
in the REcorb.

Mr. WILLIS. But there are times, are
there not, when the water supply is not
sufficient?

Mr. BANKHEAD. No; the water level
does not change much on the Tennessee
River. The locks and dams under the
flood-control program hold if; it is al-
most stationary all the year round,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Mr. HILL. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield there?

Mr. BANKHEAD. 1 yield.

Mr. HILL. Where the canal will come
from the Tombigbee into the Tennessee
will be at the reservoir or lake made by
the Pickwick Landing Dam on the Ten-
nessee River, and there is plenty of water
in that lake or reservoir. There is no
question about there being plenty of
water for the Tennessee 365 days of the
year, and for the Tombigbee 365 days
of the year., The canal which will go
through Yellow Creek on the Tombighee
River into the Tennessee comes in at
the Pickwick Landing Dam reservoir,
this great lake. There is plenty of
water there.

Mr. WILLIS. There is plenty of
water in the reservoir there now?

Mr. HILL. There is plenty of water
since the construction of the Pickwick
Landing Dam.

Mr. WILLIS. I thank the Senator.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, I
shall not take further time except to
refer to one point.

Mr. President, the Senator from
Michigan, in speaking in opposition to
the pending amendment last Friday,
stressed the fact that the law requires
the Chief of Engineers to make a
recommendation before Congress has
the right to proceed on a project. I
read from the Senator’s otherwise clear
argument, as it appears on page 8682
of the Recorp of December 1:

But, again with great respect, I submit
that it makes no difference to the Senate
what General Robins thinks or what Colonel
Feringa thinks.

He had just been reciting, before that,
that they gave testimony with reference
to facts which justified the project.
The Senator from Michigan, as his lan-
guage here clearly indicates, was under
the impression, certainly he left the im-
pression on me that he was taking the
position that these two engineers should
have nothing to do with the matter, and
that Congress should not follow them,
because the law requires Congress to
follow the recommendations of -the
Chief of Engineers.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. BANKHEAD. 1 yield.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I can see that
the statement is open to a construction
which was not intended. What I was
attempting to say was that the law re-
quires the Board of Engineers to report
to the Chief, that the Chief is the one
who submits the final authentic docu-
ment to the Congress. It was on that
basis that I intended to indicate that the
report of the Chief is the thing of pri-
mary importance.

Mr. BANKHEAD. As an evidential
fact reported to Congress?

Mr. VANDENBERG. That is correct.

Mr. BANKHEAD. But not as a legal
prerequisite.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I did not under-
take to indicate that it was a legal pre-
requisite.

Mr. BANEKHEAD. Very well; the
language clearly gave the other impres-

i glon.
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Mr. VANDENBERG. I think it is sub-
jeet to the construction the Senator
mentions.

Mr. BANKHEAD. With that cleared
up, there is no difference between us on
that point.

The Board made its investigation in
accordance with the resolution adopted
by the House of Representatives. It sub-
mitted its report and recommendations
to the Chief of Engineers. So the Chief
made his report. He did not differ with
the Board, except that he had doubt
about whether certain matters which
were included should be included in fig-
uring whether it was an economiec prop-
osition, a justified proposition. He said
that matter should be left to the discre-
tion and judgment of Congress. So he
made his report in full. He did not ap-
prove all the recommendations made by
the Board, but he complied with the law.
He made his report to Congress and sub-
mitted his conclusions; and what else
was there to wait on? Why go back and
get another report, inasmuch as he com-
plied with the law, and complied with it
to the satisfaction of the committee
which gave him instructions to have this
investigation made?

The adoption of the project was rec-
ommended. What are we to wait on? I
know the Senator from Michigan heard
the report, because he intimated that it
was the result of enthusiasm on the part
of General Robins.

Who is General Robins? He is the
Deputy Chief of Engineers, the next man
in line, the one who is in charge in the
absence of the Chief, He has been on
the Board for years. Let me quote what
he-told the committee,

Mr. VANDENBERG. I think the Sen-
ator will find what he is looking for in
the Recorp itself, if I may be allowed to
make the suggestion.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I wish to read an
extract from it. I would as soon read it
from the REcorp, if the Senator knows
what I want. This is what he said, and
this was in answer to a suggestion that
another report be submitted, that they
had not submitted enough reports, or
that the Chief of Engineers had not been
as direct as to everything as he might
have been. I read:

If we came up here and submitted a report
recommending a project for slack water jon
the Mississippl between Cairo and New Or-
leans by building locks and dams on the river
itself at an estimated cost of $66,000,000, I
think you would all take off your hats and
cheer. This alternate route on the Tombig-
bee we are recommending amounts to the
same thing, only the locks and dams are to
be built on the Tombigbee instead of the
Mississippl.

Then he proceeded:

We can go back to the field and make
another report.

I hope doubtful Senators who have any
question in their minds about the advis-
ability of another report will listen to
this. It is nothing but evidential, be-
cause the whole matter is under ‘he con-
trol of the Senate. No one disputes that,
General Robins said:

We can go back to the fleld and make ane
other report and do all the work over again
and hold hearings, and when the new report
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comes up before the committee you will
have the same old arguments in opposition
to the project that you have today, If the
committee, if the Congress wants us to make
another report, we will be glad to make it.
That is the situation as I see it.

At another point he said:
The repcrt will be just like the other one.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Does the Senator from Alabama
yield to the Senator from Michigan?

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield.

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator re-
ferred a moment ago to my reference to
the fact that I thought perhaps General
Robins might have been a little overen-
thusiastic and not entirely judicial in
his appearance as a witness. The quota-
tion which the senior Senator from Ala-
bama has just read from General Robins
is the sort of thing to which I referred.
I do not think it is the business of Gen-
eral Robins or any of the other engineers
to laber the Commerce Committee with
suggestions that “the same old argu-
ments in opposition to the project that
you have today” would be heard if a new
survey were made and a new report sub-
mitted. I think that is outside the juris-
diction of the General, and it was but one
of many instances in which, I will say
for the Senator’s consolation, that he
showed his complete loyalty to the Tom-
bighee project, and I thought he went
far beyond the judicial scope within
which an engineer should have confined
himself in presenting his testimony.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, that,
I think, presents very powerful evidence
of the strength of this proposition.

Mr. VANDENBERG. It could well be,
as I stated, from the standpoint of the
Senator and from the standpoint of Gen-
eral Robins, and from the standpoint of
Colonel Feringa. I agree with all that.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Here we have an
official of the United States with years
of actual practice and experience in this
particular line of work, who is not in-
volved politically in the question. I do
not know anything about his politics;
that is something which is totally im-
material, and he has never indicated
what it is. He is disinterested, I assume,
in his consideration of the subject, and
simply follows his judgment and the con-
viction which has seized him as the re-
sult of the study of this remarkable pro-
gram and project shown by the map
exhibited to the Senate,

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President,
will the Sznator again yield?

Mr. BANKHEAD. I yield,

Mr. VANDENBERG. I simply want
the Senator fully to understand my posi-
tion, It is not to be overlooked that
General Robins’ superior officer is Gen-
eral Reybold, and General Reybold is the
Chief of Engineers, and when in a fair
effort to develop the official facts behind
this undertaking the able Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. BamLey] asked Gen-
eral Reybold for a report, he declined to
do the thing that General Robins and
Colonel Feringa did, and said that he
could not give a supplemental opinion
without a new inquiry.

Mr. B INKHEAD. Because, as the
Senafor knows, General Reybold has not
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been connected in any way with this in-
vestigation.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I do not know
the reason which impelled General Rey~
bold, but I know he is Chief of Engineers.

Mr. BANEHEAD. There is no evi-
dence indicating in any way that he had
experience with the project and contact
with it in such a way as to justify action
on his part without another survey being
made.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I cannot quite
consent to that. I think General Rey-
bold has made many reports on the Tom-
bighee project and has a substantial
familiarity with it, and I simply submit
to the Senator that General Reybold was
proceeding within a sense of responsi-
bility under the law which puts the final
responsibility for the report upon the
Chief of Engineers.

Mr. BANKHEAD. I do not agree to
that statement at all. The law provides
that a board shall make the investiga-
tion.

Mr. VANDENBERG. And that the
Board shall report to the Chief of En-
gineers.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Yes, shall report
through the Chief of Engineers. The
Chief of Engineers is not required by law
to do anything more than pass on what
the board submits to him, and not to
give his opinion, which is not binding on
anyone.

Mr. VANDENBERG. It is binding on
me when it comes through the engineers.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Of course if the
Senator wants to find an exXcuse, very
well.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, will my col-
league yield to me?

Mr, BANKHEAD, Yes.

Mr, HILL. General Reybold in his let-
ter to the chairman of the committee

stated:

You are informed that in the absence of
a full review and reconsideration of this pro-
posed project, I do not feel justified in mak-
ing a statement supplementing the report in
House Document No. 269, Seventy-sixth Con-
gress.

In other words, the Chief of Engineers
and all the other engineers had made
their official report on this project, which
is contained in House Document No. 269,
It does not behoove General Reybold,
simply because he has come to be Chief
of Engineers since this report was made,
to open up this report and make some
kind of supplementary report or some
kind of comment of his own, unless the
Congress or the Commerce Committee,
following the lines of regular procedure,
should refer the matter to him and ask
him to make a restudy or a resurvey.
If such a practice should be followed,
then every time there was a change in
the Chief of Engineers all those who were
not quite satisfied with the report they
had gotten from the Chief of Engineers
who made the report and sent it to Con-
gress would try to get the new Chief to
stick his nose into some report which had
already been made and filed on behalf
of the engineers of the Army. There is
nothing unusual in General Reybold’s
conduct., I do not blame him one bit,
If I had been Chief of Engineers I am
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sure I would have taken the same posi-
tion he did. It was not up to him to
make a change in the report made by
the Chief of Engineers and the Board of
Engineers for Rivers and Harbors.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President,
will the Senator again yield?

Mr. BANKHEAD. 1 yield.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I will make a
final observation, because 1 do not want
to prolong this debate, and I am sure
the Senators from Alabama and the Sen-
ator from Michigan could never agree on
this particular proposition at this par-
ticular time, so I think it is rather a
waste of effort for either of us to try to
convince the other,

Mr. BANKHEAD. I think what we are
doing is try to convince someone else.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I simply want fo
say that I can paraphrase my position
in the exact language of the Chief of
Engineers. I will say to my distinguished
friend from Alabama: You are informed
that in the absence of a full review and
reconsideration of this proposed project,
I do not feel justified in authorizing the
appropriation of $75,000,000.

‘Mr., BANKHEAD., Mr, President, I
am not going to protract this debate.
I am sorry there is no chance in the
world to convince the Senator from
Michigan, as he proudly boasts. I never
had much hope of doing that in the be-
ginning. But the Senator in his remarks
on Friday read the list of Senators who
voted against a similar proposal which
was before the Senate on a previous oc-
casion, and sought in fact to create the
impression that there had not been any-
thing in connection with the whole ease
which would justify a change in position,
because there was no official report of the
Chief of Engineers reciting subsequent
facts.

Mr. President, the record shows that
the Deputy Chief of Engineers, and an-
other officer, Colonel Feringa, who is a
member of the Board, testified that there
has been an increase in traffic three or
four times over what it was when the re-
port was made. They justify the proj-
ect, and testify that the project is justi-
fied regardless of the elements that were
rejected or doubted by the previous Chief
of Engineers.

The Senator from Michigan seems to
have an idea that the justification must
be made by some official report. We can
take the testimony of witnesses. If not,
then there is no use in holding hearings.
I think we can rely on Government offi-
cials who in the line of their work testify
to their knowledge of conditions and of
changed conditions, and of the meaning
of the changed conditions, and what the
conditions are now, for now is the time
with which we are dealing in connection
with this subject. They can testify con-
cerning the changed conditions, not the
cons but the pros represented by the
changed conditions, and in testifying
they say we are fully justified in proceed-
ing with this project, and they further
say “If you want us back we will come
back with the same report.”” That is
comInon sense.

Mr. President, the project is justified
by all the evidence submitted at this .
time, The project is a valuable one not



1944

only to Alabama but to Georgia. The
project will open up improved navigation
routes through the Alabama River and
the Coosa River to Rome, Ga. It will give
all that territory and all of east Ala-
bama access to the Gulf. It will give
quick access to markets to growers of
peaches, and watermelons if the frans-
portation means are so improved as to
permit of refrigeration of peaches and
other fruits. It will open up that whole
section of the country in Alabama and
Georgia which is now cut off from guick
water transportation.

As I have said, the Senator from Mich-
igan read the list of Senators who voted
against the project on a previous occa-
sion. I would not condemn any man for
voting against it under the circumstances
which prevailed at that time, because
the water was not present in the Ten-
nessee River to make the proposed proj-
ect clear-cut, until the dam below the
junction point was built, raising by 50
feet the level of the water in the mouth
of Yellow Creek, which is one of the
creeks which n.ake up the Tombigbee.

There is now 50 feet more water at
the junction point than there was when
this project came before the Senate on
a previous occasion, That makes all the
difference in the world. At that time it
would have been necessary to have locks
to bring water from the Tennessee River
to carry traffic down to the Tombigbee,
100 feet below. Now there is all the
water that is needed. The only question
is how much it is necessary to take. As
the record discloses, and as is the known
fact, heretofore there was not enough
water. There were not enough dams to
develop navigation on the Tennessee
River below Wilson Dam. Now there is
navigation. There is commerce from
the Pittsburgh area and from the west-
ern grain area. Everyone knows that
such commerce will increase. It is in-
creasing by leaps and bounds all the time.

I submit that the factor of cost should
not prevent this operation. Appropria-
tions will be made to proceed in an or-
derly way. One of the engineers testi-
fled that 8 years would be required to
finish this work, so the appropriations
would not be more than $8,000,000 a year.
Calvin Coolidge once said, in connec-
tion with junking the Wilson Dam, “It
did not cost any more than a battleship.”
The expense of this project would not be
as much as the cost of one of our large
battleships. The project would provide
transportation and communication
throughout that great valley, and bring
our people closer together.

It would bring about a better under-
standing between the people who live in
. various sections of the country. The in-
terchange of business between the south-
ern area and the Pittsburgh district on
one side and the St. Paul-Minneapolis
territory on the other would bring the
people closer together and bring about
a better understanding.

I do not wish to base my argument on
personal grounds; but I submit that the
Birmingham area has some right, in
building its destiny and in the develop-
ment of the natural resources which a
great Providence deposited there, to an
outlet to other sections of the country.
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It has some right to an exchange with
people in other sections of the country
of its minerals, metals, and other prod-
ucts for the grains and the great variety
of products of other sections of the coun-
fry. The Birmingham area is now de-
prived of that right by the swift current
coming down the Mississippi River, and
by the great distances which it is neces-
sary to travel, all the way down through
Mobile, over to New Orleans, and up the
swift current of the Mississippi, to reach
other sections of the country. I say that
it is not just to that section, and it is not
Jjust to the sections upstream, to be de-
prived of the right to interchange their
products.

This is a wonderful project. It is a
dream. It is intriguing. It has been
attacked because of its cost. I have
heard of much larger projects than this,
supported by men who are opposing this
project on the ground of its cost. I have
heard them support other projects which
cost a great deal more money than this
one would cost.

Let me say to the Senator from Michi-
gan, if it is helpful to him, as showing
my spirit of fairness of cooperation with
various other sections of the country in
their development prograns, that when
the St. Lawrence treaty was before the
Senate involving a project farther from
my State than the Tombigbee Canal is
from the States of other Senators, I voted
for the ratification of that treaty. I
hope Senators will vote for this project
on its merits, to prove that it is a good
thing for the whole country, as well as
for one particular section of the coun-
try. On that basis I shall be satisfied.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, BANKHEAD, I yield.

Mr. BUTLER. I was not present at
the beginning of the Senator's disserta-
tion on this general subject, and it may
be that I shall ask him questions which
have already been answered. I was
necessarily absent at a committee meet-
ing.

Are not most of the people in the area
which would be served by the construc-
tion of this canal now served by traffic
down the Tennessee River, or down the
Warrior River or Alabama River?

Mr. BANEHEAD. The distance from
Birmingham and cther places is about
1,500 or 1,600 miles greater. The dis-
tance is prohibitive. Furthermore, there
is the factor of cost in going against the
swift current of the Mississippi.

Mr. BUTLER. The construction of
the canal would not serve the State of
Nebraska any better than it is served at
present by going up the Tennessee River
from Cairo or Paducah. An outlet might
be furnished down the Tombigbee and
Warrior Rivers to a coastal port. The
point I am getting at is this: By the
construction of the Tombighee project it
is proposed to construct a double-track
water-transportation system for the Mis-
sissippi Valley area, rather than having
a single-track system as at present. In
other words, it is proposed to duplicate
what is now available on the Mississippi
River, eliminating, of course, a great deal
of distance in many cases,
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Mr. BANKHEAD. I should not call it
a duplication.

Mr. BUTLER. Let us approach it in
another way: The construction of the
Tombighee Canal and the system pro-
posed by the Senator would make it
possible for the steel interests and
others at Birmingham to transport their
products down the Warrior River and
then up the Tombighee to the northern
markets a little more easily than can
now be done by going down the Warrior
River to Mobile, over to New Orleans, and
up the Mississippi to the same markets.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Traffic from that

- area could not move any more easily

than traffic from the Pittsburgh area;
in fact, not so well, because traffic from
the Birmingham area would move up-
stream, while traflic from the Pittsburgh
area would move downstream.

Mr. BUTLER. The main point on
which I should like to ask the Senator's
opinion is this: He referred to this plan
as a dream, It is a dream of the future,
and I believe it has a great deal of merit.
I believe the time may come when we
should give serious consideration to such
projects.

This case involves the diversion of
water from one drainage area to an-
other, which in my section of the coun-
try is almost a violation of the law of
God. In fact, we have a State law in
Nebraska at present which prevents the
diversion of water from one drainage
area to another. If we adopt the policy
proposed in this plan, I should like to
ask the Senator why it would not be
reasonable for some of us in the great
grain-producing area, the bread basket
of the United States, in Iowa, Nebraska,
Minnesota, and the Dakotas, to propose
the construction of a slack-water canal
coming out of the Missouri River in the
vicinity of Siqux City, crossing the State
of Iowa, joining with the Mississippi
River, then taking the escalator, or ele-
vator, up the Mississippi River far
enough to get above the water level of
Lake Michigan, and then having a slack-
water canal from that point, which
would be near Dubuque, over to Chicago.

In that way the great grain-produc-
ing area of the Central West would have
what is called a slack-water eanal, a very
cheap means of transportation from the
largest grain-producing area in the world
directly to the market at Chicago, on

. Lake Michigan.

I can see that the two would be similar
in many respects. I think they are both
somewhat a dream of the future, but I
think perhaps the Senator will agree
with me that it would be advisable at
scme time in the future to consider the
shortening by a thousand miles of the
route from the grain-producing areas to
the Chicago market. We now have a
water route from Sioux City to Omaha to
St. Joseph to Kansas City and down to
St. Louis, then up the Mississippi River,
then through some canals, and ultimate-
1y to Chicago. But by the construction
of the system I propose which would be
similar to the Tombighee, kut would be
a little longer, the distance would be re-
duced by half.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr, President, I
cannot try the Senator's case here on
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the floor of the Senate. I do not know
about it. We submitted our case in the
open. When the Senator gets ready to
submit his case, I do not know whether
I will be here; I doubt whether some of
us older Members of the Senate will be
here when another river and harbor bill
is passed. Prior to the pending bill, only
one river and harbor bill has been con-
sidered by Congress for a number of
years, and it was vetoed.

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, I do not
think the Senator and I are attempting
to make a trade for support on the prop-
osition,

Mr. BANKHEAD. The Senator is
leoking at me with a question on his
face. If he has a good project, I will
vote for it, as I did for the others. I
voted for all the irrigation projects, al-
though I did not know very much about
them. Of course, they do not do my
section of the country any good.

Mr. President, in further answer to the
statement of the senior Senator from
Michigan as to the Senators who voted
against this project when it was previ-
ously considered, let me say that, in
view of the different situation which now
exists, in view of the fact that progress
has been made in the development of the
rivers, and with the water supply now so
available on the Tennessee River, and
with water transportation becoming very
popular, not only because the people like
it, but because it is cheaper, and people
always prefer to use what is cheaper for
them, I desire to call the attention of
the Ssnator to a few other able Senators
who now support this project. Let us
consider the membership of the Commit-
tee on Rivers and Harbors of the House
of Representatives. The chairman is
Judge Mawsrierp of Texas, one of the
greatest men who has ever served in
Congress. He devotes all his time and
responsibility to his duties as chairman
of the committee, and he has the respect
of all the Members of the House, as well
as the Members of the Senate. He is an
advocate of this project.

Let us consider the action of the Com-
mittee on Rivers and Harbors after all
the testimony was before them. They
did not rebuff the project, and say, “Oh,
the Chief of Engineers did not make any
statement recommending the project in
particular.” No, Mr. President; they
dealt with the project on its merits.
They are accustomed to studying water
projects and to dealing with them. A
majority of that committee favorably
recommended this project, and included
it in the committee report.

Of course, as has been stated, a ma-
jority of the Members of the House of
Representatives did not vote for it. I
doubt whether many of them gave much
consideration to it. I will not pursue
that point, but we all know how difficult
it is for the Members of the House of
Representatives, who predominantly
come from the cities of the country, to
understand in detail the value of a water
project so comprehensive as is this one.
We wish to give them another chance to
consider the project, just as we do in
respect to so many subjects which are
before Congress in the course of legis-
lation.
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On the Senate side of the Capitol there
is the strong and able Committee on
Commerce, of which the senior Senator
from Michigan is a worthy member, I
have obtained the record of the vote on
this amendment in the committee. "Co
my surprise, I find that the Senator from
Michigan had only one vote supporting
him in opposition to endorsement of the
project by the Committee on Commerce
and its inclusion in the hill. I know
that the Senator from Michigan does
not desire to reflect on the other mem-
bers of the committee simply because
at one time, 5 years ago, the project was
defeated.

Then, Mr. President, there is the won-
deriul chairman of the subcommittee,
the Senator from Louisiana [Mr. Over-
ToN], handling this bill. We all have
the greatest respect for his experience,
wisdom, and fairness. My hat is off to
him because he might have been sub-
jected to local criticism for the position
he took. Nevertheless, he took a broad,
statesmanlike position in dealing with a
great national question, not a local one,
and he voted to make a favorable report
on this amendment.

Then there is the chairman of the
Committee on Commerce, the distin-
guished senior Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. BaiLeyl, who is one of the
outstanding Members of the Senate—one
of the ablest men in any parliamentary
body in this or any other country. The
project under consideration is remote
from his State of North Carolina, but,
nevertheless, he has taken his usual
courageous stand regarding it. We all
honor and respect him, Notwithstand-
ing the fact that 5 years ago he voted
against this project, in the light of the
new facts which have developed he voted
to include it in the bill.

Mr, President, as I have said, a large
and overwhelming majority of the Com-
mittee on Commerce voted to include the
project in the bill. Notwithstanding the
intelligent, active, and vigorous argu-
ments of the senior Senator from Michi-
gan, they voted almost unanimously to
include it. I would not have mentioned
these matters except for the opposition
of the Senator from Michigan, who said
that a number of good men voted against
it 5 years ago. Mr. President, we must
remember that conditions have changed
so greatly that any Senator who desires
to act upon the real merits of the case,
not merely to maintain a technical posi-
tion of consistency, is justified in voting
for the project at this time. The Senator
from Michigan seemed to take the posi-
tion that beecause strong men voted
against the project on a previous occa-
sion, therefore strong men will vote that
way again, Of course, Mr. President, all
such men do not act upon technicalities
of that sort or upon abstract theories
of that nature,

Mr. President, T am now through. I
am willing to submit this matter to the
Senate, after my colleague from Ala-
bama makes his statement about it and
after other interested Senators discuss
it. I understand that the chairman of
the subcommittee will express himself
regarding it, and I hope he will do so.
I wish to thapk him and all other Sena-
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tors who, with fairness and broadmind-
edness, have considered this proposition
on its merits,

Mr. HILL. Mr, President, my distin-
guished colleague the senior Senator
from Alabama [Mr. BankHeADp] has well
and ably presented the case of the Ten-
nessee-Tombighee project. I wish to
join with him in his very excellent state-
ment, and emphasize what he =said,
namely, that this would not be a local
or sectional projeet. It is true, Mr. Pres-
ident, that the project would be bene-
ficial to Alabama. It is also true that it
would be beneficial to Mississippi. But
I doubt if any waterway project, more
national in scope, could be presented to
Congress. I doubt if any other project
would benefit so many States, and so
many millions of people, as would the
Tennessee-Tombighee project.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, HILL, I yield.

Mr. EASTLAND. Is it not a fact that
the Ohio Valley would primarily benefit
from the construction of the proposed
canal?

Mr. HILL. The Ohio Valley would pri-
marily benefit. That is exactly what I
was about to state, if I may say so to my
good friend from Mississippi.

Mr. President, if we look at the map,
we will see that the proposed project
would really start at Demopolis, Ala., be-
cause a part of the project from Mobile
up the Tombighee River to Demopolis
has already been developed. The chan-
nel is 9 feet.deep.

Starting at Demopolis, going up the
Tombigbee River into Yellow Creek,
where the canal would be dug, leaving
the river and going into the Tennessee
at the Pickwick Dam Reservoir, there is
a distance of approximately 260 miles.
Of course, the people of the section of the
country through which the Tombighbee -
flows would be greatly benefited by this
project. It is also true that the people
along the Warrior River up to Birming-
ham would be benefited. We know that
today the Government is operating
barges on the Warrior River. The proj-
ect would tie the Warrior River into the
Tombigbee, then into the Tennessee, and
south into the great Mississippi Inland
Waterway, without going through Mo-
bile and through the Intraccastal Canal
by way of New Orleans. There would be
great benefit to the people of Alabama
and of Mississippi, There would also be
great benefit to the people of Tennessee,
to the people of Chattanooga, and to the
people of Knoxville. Great benefit would
be realized by the people throughout ap-
proximately 260 miles of waterway which
now exists on the Tennessee River.
There would be benefits to the people
along the Cumberland River up to Nash-
ville, Tenn. There would zlso be great
benefit inuring from this project to those
who live and are served by the Ohio
River, starting at Paducah, Ky., and go-
ing up the Ohio to Cincinnati, Wheeling,
and Pittsburgh. The benefits would be
further extended to those residing along
the Illinois River, the Illinois Canal to
Chicago, and into the Great Lakes area.
Added to those benefits would be the
benefits realized along the Missouri River
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to St. Louis, Kansas City, and Sioux City,
Towa. Al of that vast inland area, in-
cluding approximately 34 States, would
be greatly benefited by the construction
of the Tennessee-Tombighee project.

Mr. President, I have said that the
project is neither local nor sectional, It
is one which would benefit approximately
34 States, the entire inland waterway
system of our country, and the whole
Nation.

As we all know, today a large volume
of traffic passes south down the great
Mississippi River and into the Gulf, But
the current of the Mississippi River is ap-
proximately 25 miles an hour. It is
that current, Mr. President, which adds
much to the cost of the navigation on
the great Mississippi River inland
waterway, The fact is that boats going
down the river have a very distinct bene-
fit from the strong current, but when
they return up the river they must go
against the current, which results in a
great increase in the cost of operation.

Mr. President, while I am speaking of
cost, allow me to invite the atten-
tion of Senators to some of the savings
which would result from the construec-
tion of the Tombighee-Tennessee proj-
ect.

I shall quote some figures furnished
by the United States Army engineers.
They are not figures taken from any out-
side source, but have been submitted by
the United States Army engineers to the
Rivers and Harbors Committee of the
House of Representatives, as well as to
the Senate Committee on Commerce.

The figures deal, for example, with
the cost of a tow of eight barges moving
from New Orleans to Cairo by the way
of the Mississippi River. The cost would
be $6,273. The same tow, moving from
New Orleans to Cairo by the way of the
Tombighee, over the slack water route
where a strong current did not exist,
would cost only $3,868. By using the
slack water route a saving would be ef-
fected of $2,405. In other words, as
someone has said, the tow would be going
down hill all the way down the river and
all the way back. By building the Ten-
nessee-Tombighee project the necessity
of boats encountering the strong cur-
rent to which I have referred would be
obviated. A tow would not have to buck
the current as it must today.

A saving of $2,405 on the route from
New Orleans to Cairo by the way of this
project would affect not only shippers of
freight to Cairo, but all shippers who
might be located north of Cairo. It
would mean a saving of $2,405 for St.
Louis, Kansas City, Sioux City, St. Paul,
or Minneapolis, Chicago, and the Great
Lakes.

Such a tow moving from New Orleans
to Paducah, Ky., by way of the Missis-
sippi, costs $6,472, whereas moving from
New Orleans to Paducah by way of the
Tombigbhee and the Tennessee the cost
would be only $3,669, representing a sav-
ing of $2,803, which would accrue not
only to the shippers at Paducah, Ky., but
to all the people up the great Ohio River
whether at Cincinnati, Ohio, Wheeling,
W. Va,, or Pittsburgh, Pa. As we know,
the Government of the United States has
spent millions of dollars putting in locks
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and canals on the Ohio River, making
that great waterway available to the
great cities of Ohio and West Virginia,
and Pennsylvania even on the Mononga-
hela River. The Tennessee-Tombighee
projeect is a part of the Ohio River proj-
ect. It would make that project much
more economical and much more feas-
ible.

A tow moving from New Orleans to the
junction of the Tombighee by way of
the Mississippi River into the Ohio and
the Tennessee Rivers costs $7,324; a tow
from New Orleans to the junction of the
Tombighee with the Tennessee River by
way of the Tombigbee River would cost
only $2,817, representing a saving of
$4507. That saving would accrue to
all the shippers on the Tennessee River
to the north or to the east of the junc-
tion of the Tennessee and the Tombighee,
In other words it would mean a saving
to the people of Chattanooga, Tenn., to
the people of Knoxville, Tenn., and to
all of the people living north and east of
the point of junction of the Tennessee
and the Tombighee Rivers, i

Mr. President, of course with the Ten-
nessee-Tombighee project in operation
some of the traffic at least which now
moves from the Tennessee into the Ohio
and down the Mississippi by way of New
Orleans into the Gulf or into the inter-
coastal canal would go right dewn the
Tombighee River. On freight moving
from Cairo to Mobile there would be a
saving of $3,200—that is to Mobile, not to
New Orleans—moving from Paducah to
Mobile, taking that route rather than
the Mississippi River route, there would
be a saving of $3,688; moving from Mo-
bile to the Tombighee-Tennessee junc-
tion there would be a saving of $5,392.
These figures show what this waterway
means in savings. It makes no differ-
ence whether the shipper is in Wiscon-
sin, or in Alabama or Mississippi, if this
waterway is built he has the opportunity
to have this saving and derive the bene-
fits from this waterway.

The truth is, Mr, President, that the
Tennessee-Tombighee is today the miss-
ing link in our great Mississippi inland
waterway system. If we provide this
development and thus supply the miss-
ing link, we eliminate the bottleneck
caused by the swift current, and the in-
creased costs due to the additional
quantity of fuel which it is necessary
to use, and we reduce the time con-
sumed in bucking the current and also
the cost of insurance and the other items
which enter into the equation. So, many
items of cost will be greatly reduced, and
the whole inland waterway system of the
United States will be made more econom-
ical, more efficient, and more feasible,

This is a project the like of which is
not to be found anywhere, unless it be
in Russia, where, as Senators know,
the Government of Russia has tied the
Don and the Volga Rivers together.
Nothing outside the great feat of the
Russian Government in tying these two
mighty streams together is comparable
to this waterway in what it would mean
to millions of people in the United States,

Mr. HOLMAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Alabama yield to me?
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Mr. HILL, I yield to my friend from
Oregon,

Mr. HOLMAN, 1Is it not a fact that

the Rhine and the Danube are connected
by carals? Is it not also a fact that
one can enter the Rhine in Holland
and come out at the mouth of the Dan-
ube in the Black Sea?

Mr. HILL. It is my understanding
that they are connected; and so when I
spoke about nothing being comparable
to the Tennessee-Tombighee project in
its tremendous possibilities, I should
have said the Germans and the Dutch
haves done what the Senator from Oregon
suggests, and we all know what that
develcpment has meant to those coun-
tries, insofar as transportation and
economic benefits are concerned. The
Senator has cited a fine example of {y-
ing in watersheds, as we are asking to
have done in the case of the Tennessee
and the Tombigbee Rivers.

It had been my thought to discuss it
a little later on in connection with the
subject of national defense, but we know
what the tying in of rivers and canals
has meant not only to Germany but to
Russia from a national defense stand-
point. In Russia, when the Germans
had bombed out highways and railroads
and bridges, these great rivers, the Don
and the Volga, constituted the main
arteries of supply for the Russian armies
as they met the German hordes on their
western front.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

My, HILL. I yield.

Mr. EASTLAND, Is it not a fact that
Hitler on several occasions has boasted
that if the German rail system were dam-
aged by air attack he would supply trans-
portation by the many miles of water-
ways and canals he has constructed in
Germany?

Mr. HILL. It is my understanding
that he not only made that boast on one
occasion but on a number of occasions,
and it is also my understanding that he
has carried out that boast and is today
using the German waterways to great
advantage. The fact of the matter is, if
he did not now have those waterways
with which to move his supplies and ma-
terials and men and to keep the economy
of Germany going, it is very doubtful if
Germany could continue in this war.

Mr. EASTLAND. I thoroughly agree
with the Senator. I think that Germany
would be out of the war today if it were
not for the German canal system that
transports products to German war in-
dustries.

Mr, HILL. I agree thoroughly with
the Senator from Mississippi, and thank
him for his observation.

Mr. AIKEN. M. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. AIKEN. I should like to ask the
Senator from Mississippi if it is not a
fact that it was the complete system of
inland waterways that enabled Russia to
keep in the war when she faced absolute
collapse?

- Mr. HILL. That is the statement I
made about tying in the Don and the
Volga Rivers, If the Russian Govern-
ment had not had the wisdom and the
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vision and the good sense to tie in those
rivers, Russia would never have been
able to stop the German hordes on her
western front, and not only stop those
hordes but perhaps save the world.

Mr. AIKEN. May I ask the Senator
from Alabama, is it not also a fact that
those very inland waterways, which per-
mitted those European countries to con-
tinue in the war when otherwise they
would have been beaten, are going to en-
able them to put their goods in the world
market after the war at prices with which
we cannot compete unless we also make
the most use of our inland waterways?

Mr, HILL. I agree thoroughly with
what the Senator has said. We are go-
ing to be at a great disadvantage in the
post-war era in competing with the other
nations if we do not develop our water-
ways for the cheap transportation they
give us.

Mr. ATEEN. Is it not a fact, too, that
almost every manufacturing center in
Russia is on an inland waterway, and it
is their goods we are going to compete
with some day? Here in the United
States it costs more to get our goods
from the inland cities to the coast than
it costs Russia to transport her goods to
Melbourne or Sydney or almost any
other place in the world.

Mr. HILL. The Senator is exactly cor-
rect, and I wish to thank him for his
very pertinent statement.

With further reference to the obser-
vation of the Senator from Oregon about
the Danube, the historians tell us that
when DeSoto and his men arrived at the
Mississippi River, they exclaimed, “An-
other Danube! Another Danube!” The
trouble has been that we have not been
wise, as the Germans were, and have not
developed our Danube, our great Missis-
sippi, with its great inland waterways,
as we should have done.

Mr. HOLMAN. Will the Senator per-
mit another observation?

Mr, HILL, Certainly. _

Mr. HOLMAN, The difficulty in con-
nection with the rail lines demonstrates,
it seems to me, the necessity of provid-
ing auxiliary or supporting means of
transportation. If this country con-
tinues to grow I believe it is reasonable
to expect that the rail lines will not be
able to carry the commerce presented to
them.

Mr. HILL. The Senator is absolutely
correct, and I am glad he made the ob-
servation, because it has been suggested
that the increased tonnage we have on
our waterways and our railroads and our
other means of transportation, is all due
to the war. Of course, we must frankly
admit that a great deal of it is due to the
war, but our goal in this country is not
to go back to pre-war days. We are talk-
ing about having jobs for 60,000,000 peo-
ple. If we are to have that kind of an
economy, then we will have to have ac-
celerated transportation; we will have to
have the waterways, railroads, and high-
ways, and air transportation, and all the
means we can command moving the
commerce and the traflic and the freight
of the Nation,

Mr. President, it is because the Army
engineers studied this project carefully,
because they went into it in detail, as
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they do into all such projects, that we
have this report here today, and have
this committee amendment with favor-
able recommendation from the Commit-
tee on Commerce. This great project
was studied not only by the Board of
Engineers considering rivers and har-
bors but there was a special board which
spent many weeks and months studying
it. That board was composed of Col.
F. B. Wilby, at that time a colonel in the
Corps of Engineers, now General Wilby,
of the Corps of Engineers; Col. Roger G.
Powell, Corps of Engineers; Col. R. Park;
and Maj. Bernard Smith. They studied
the project, they went into every detail
of it in a most searching and careful
way, and submitted their report recom-
mending that the project - bz con-
structed. After they had made their
report, the report then was reviewed
and studied further by the Board of
Review on Rivers and Harbors of the
Corps of Engineers.

The chairman of the Board of Re-
view was Gen. M. C. Tyler. No doubt
wmany Members of the Senate have
known General Tyler, as I have known
him. We may not always agree with
General Tyler in all his actions and
opinions, but if I had any complaint
with General Tyler it was that he was
too conservative and too cautious. At
times I thought that perhaps General
Tyler was thinking too much in terms

. of the mathematics of some past situa-
tion, as to what the figures were yes-
terday, rather than having the vision
and imagination to know what the situa-
tion would be tomorrow. Certainly no
one has ever thought of General Tyler
except as a very sound, very conserva-
tive, very painstaking, and a very care-
ful engineer. He was chairman of the
Board which submitted this favorable
report. There was no dissent on the
part of the members of the Board, there
was no dissent on the part of the special
Board headed by Colonel Wilby, now
General Wilby, of the Corps of Engi-
neers. The decision was unanimous on
the part of both boards.

I wish to say to the Senate frankly
that General Schley, the Chief of En-
gineers, did not make the kind of a forth-
right endorsement of this project I
thought he should have made, and that
I would have liked to see him make, He
did say there were certain considerations
which went into the determination of
the project which he thought Congress—
he used the term “statesmanship”—
could determine better than the engi-
neers could. I have no fault to find with

eneral Schley. He was acting in his
official capacity. But I know General
Schley; I knew him when I was a Mem-
ber of the House of Representatives, and
I know that if there has ever been any
man in the Corps of Engineers in the
last 25 years who was slow about making
a definite statement or giving a definite
or precise opinion on any matter, it was
General Schley. We all know that he
is that type of man. He was so careful
and so conservative and so cautious that
it was almost impossible, in many mat-
ters, to have him come right out and say
“Yes" or “No,” or “I approve” or “I dis-

approve.” He was the kind of man—he

DECEMBER 4

is the kind of man—with that cautious,
conservative nature, who would make a
report just like that he made on this
project. But he did not have the knowl-
edge of the project that either the special
board or the Board of Review had, be-
cause he did not have the opportunity,
as Chief of Engireers, to study it. He
had a thousand and one different prob-
lems engrossing his time. He had all
kinds of administrative matters, and all
the other many things which enter into
the duties of a Chief of Engineers. He
did not for days or weeks or months
study the testimony, and surely did not
go out into the field and make the per-
sonal study and survey which the
special board made.

As my colleague, the senior Scnaior
from Alabama, has said, one member
of that board today is General Robins,
the Deputy Chief of Engineers. He
ranks next to the Chief of Engineers. If
for any reason the Chief of Engineers is
not able to be on the job, General Robins
acts as Chief of Engineers. General
Robins was a member of the Board of
Review, and he stood beside General
Tyler, he studied this matter, he investi-
gated it, he heard the evidence and care-
fully perused the testimony. I wish to
read his statement. There is no way
“to laugh it off.”" Senators know Gen-
eral Robins, and I submit to them that
he is a careful, cautious man, an able
engineer, who deals in facts and not in
fancy, who does not permit his imagina-
tion to run away with him, but is more
inclined to think in terms of figures and
facts, certainly, than anything else. 1
do not believe that in the whole Corps
of Engineers today there could be found
a sounder man than General Robins, or
a man upon whose figures or judgment
we could better rely. When one knows
General Robins and has contact with
him, he seems to feel that he is a man
who in his personality, in his ability, in
his character, and in his courage, typi-
fies all that we like to think of as the
very best in the tradition of the Corps of
Engineers.

This is what General Robins had to
say when testifying before the Senate
Committee on Commerce:

Mr. Chairman, if we came up here and
submitted a report recommending a project
for slack water on the Mississippi between
Cairo and New Orleans, by building locks
and dams on the river itself at an estimated
cost of $66,000,000, I think you would all take
off your hats and cheer,

“Take off your hats and cheer.” My
good friend the distinguished Senator
from Michigan felt that General Robins
was too enthusiastic in what he had to
say; that in making so strong a state-
ment perhaps he went beyond the bounds
of what he as an engineer should have
said to the committee. General Robins
had sat before the committee for at least
2 days, and had heard all the railroad
interests and the other interests which
were opposed to this project come for-
ward and “lambaste” the project, and
seek to torpedo and sabotage it. Enow=-
ing the project and knowing the facts,
knowing how justifiable and needed the
project is, and having deep feelings in
connection with the matter, sound and
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conservative as he is, he gave expression
to the words I have quoted. I think Gen-
eral Robins is correct. If the Corps of
Engineers came to the Congress and said,
“Gentlemen of the Congress, give us $66,-
000,000 and we will provide a slack-water
route back from the Mississippi River
route which will obviate all the extra
cost due to the 2'%-mile current down
the Mississippi River,” I think Senators
from the great Mississippi inland empire
by and large would throw up their hats
and cheer. Mr, President, in my mind,
there is no question about that.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. The distinguished
Senator from Alabama made a rather

. lengthy statement relative to the mili-
tary advantages of an inland waterway
system, and quoted, I think, what Hitler
said relative to the German system, and
what Stalin said respecting the Russian
system. I should like to ask whether in
any of the hearings testimony has been
adduced by General Schley or any other
military men advocating the building of
this project for military reasons, for rea-
sons of national defense?

Mr. HILL. I will say to the distin-
guished Senator from Nebraska that one
of the items on which the report was
based was an item of national defense.
I will say in that connection that Gen-
eral Robins made this statement to the
Committee on Commerce:

General Ropins. Unquestionably, if that
waterway were in operation today—

That is the Tennessee-Tombighee
waterway—

it would be of tremendous value for national
defense.

Then he continued to say:

But you ecannot put a money value on it
any more than you can put a money value
on winning the war.

Mr. WHERRY. In other words, it is
not a justification for the appropriation?
That is not given as a justification by
any military men?

Mr, HILL. Yes; the Board of Review,
and the special board, which investi-
gated the matter, included national de-
fense as one of the justifications for their
report; but I will say that General
Robins and Colonel Feringa, who repre-
sented the Corps of Engineers before the
Commerce Committec, said any consid-
eration of national defense could he dis-
regarded, and yet in their opinion the
project would still be justified.

Mr. WHERRY. Did General Schley
make that recommendation?

Mr. HILL, No; General Schley did
not make that recommendation. So far
as I know, General Schley never ap-
peared before the Commerce Committee.

Mr. BANKHEAD. He said in his let-
ter addressed to the House Committee
on Rivers and Harbors that that was a
matter of statesmanship.

Mr. HILL, He said that the matter of
national defense was a matter for Con-
gress to determine, and, as he used the
term, it was a matter for statesmanship.
I will say to the Senator—and I do not
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want to go too far away from the sub-
Ject under consideration——

Mr. WHERRY. I am not desirous of
getting away from the testimony which
was offered.

Mr, HILL. I am delighted to have the
Senator ask any question he wants to
ask.
Mr. WHERRY. I am vitally inter-
ested in what General Schley said, and
I want to know whether he said in his
justification for the appropriation that
it could be maintained from a general
defense standpoint. I am very much
interested in that.

Mr, HILL. General Schley said that
he thought the defense factor should be
determined by statesmanship, which
meant it was a factor for us to deter-
mine rather than for General Schley to
determine.

Speaking of national defense, Mr.
President, I realize that there are times
when we deal with these matters of na-
tional defense when some may think
that we are dealing in terms of fanciful
things or things which perhaps may
never occur. Certainly during this war,
starting with the treacherous attack at
Pearl Harbor, many things have hap-
pened which most of us could not foresee,
and which many of us would not have
thought possible. The Senator, of course,
well remembers that the doom of the
southern Confederacy was sealed in the
War between the States when General
Grant won the Battle of Vicksburg and
cut off the transportation of the Mis-
sissippi River and divided the southern
Confederacy., That was the beginning
of the end. Although the South carried
on for over 2 years, yet from that day
on the end of the war, as the historians
now look back over it, was never in
doubt. If anything should ever happen
to the Mississippi River in time of war
and the Tennessee-Tombighee project
were completed, we would have an alter-
nate route. I think I can say to the
Senator from Nebraska that if he will
‘consult, American history he will find
that the last time this country was in-
vaded it was within a few miles of the
Mississippi River.

Mr. OVERTON. It was the only time.

Mr. HILL. It was the only time we
were ever invaded, as the Senator from
Louisiana suggests, and then on the
plains of Chalmette General Jackson de-
feated the British, The Americans were
fighting not only for the Louisiana Ter-
ritory, but were fighting for the great
Mississippi River. Remember, that was
back in the days before we had railroads,
fine highways, and airplanes. The Mis-
sissippi was the mighty artery for com-
merce, trade, and traffic in that area.
One of the reasons why the British
landed at that point was so they might
seize New Orleans and take control of
the Mississippi River.

Mr. WHERRY, Mr. President, will the
Senator again yield?

Mr, HILL. I yield. .

Mr., WHERRY. I want to thank the
Senator for his statement. I do not
want to enter into a discussion of how
we fought the Civil War or the War of
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1812, but I am intensely interested in the
statement the Senator made with respect
to justification for the project, and while
the legislation is a matter for statesman--
ship, yet in exercising our statesmanship
we should be guided by recommendations
of men like General Schley, if, in his
justification for the appropriation he
mentioned or attempted to justify the
appropriation on the basis of military
grounds or on the grounds of national
defense, I know that the distinguished
Senator from Alabama has followed the
hearings and is well acquainted with the
situation, and I simply asked the ques-
tion with respect to national defense. I
think the question of national defense is
of vital interest. I should deeply appre-
ciate obtaining General Schley’s point of
view concerning national defense, While
it is true that the proposed legislation is
a matter which concerns statesmanship,
yet I should be guided to a considerable
extent by what General Schley has
recommended in the way of national de-
fense.

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, I appreciate
very much the fact that the Senator from
Nebraska raised that question. As he
knows, the Tennessee-Tombigbee project
will tie in with the great project which
is in existence on the Tennessee River to-
day, and the cornerstone of that great
project was national defense. There is
every reason why the Congress in pass-
ing on these great waterway questions
should give consideration to the guestion
of national defense,

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield to my friend from
Michigan.

“Mr. VANDENBERG. I do not think
we should be led astray by this inquiry
concerning the national defense. Is it
not a fact that this is the only report ever
made upon a river and harhor project by
the Board of Engineers for Rivers and
Harbors in which they undertook to bring
in an item of national defense and allo-
cate a money value to it by way of justi-
fication for the navigation benefits?

Myr. HILL., The Senator may be cor-
rect about that. I do not know. I do
not know of any other project where they
used a national defense item as a base
or part of a base for their favorable re-
port. But the fact that they have not
done so in connection with other proj-
ects does not mean that Congress should
not consider national defense in connec-
tion with this project.

Mr. VANDENBERG. No, Mr. Presi-
dent; but if there is $600,000 worth of na-
tional defense involved in this project,
how much national defense is involved in
the Mississippi River; and who ever
heard of a figure being allocated to that
factor by way of defending a navigation
appropriation? Let me say to the Sen-
ator, with great candor, that I think his
case for the Tombighee project rests far
more persuasively upon the increased
traffic in the area than it does in any
remote attempt to justify the original
report of the engineers, which I believe
the engineers themselves today think was
ridiculous.
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Mr. HILL. Let me say to the Senator
that General Robins and Colonel Fer-
inga, both representing the Corps of En-
gineers, testified that we could throw
out the window the factor of national de-
fense or any consideration of national
defense.

Mr. VANDENBERG. That is correct.

Mr. HILL. As the Senator from
Michigan has suggested, the traffic
alone, without any consideration of na-
tional defense, will justify this project.

Mr, VANDENBERG. That is the
point. For the sake of the integrity of
this argument, I should like to see the
case rest upon the latter factor, which I
concede can be strongly urged. I agree
that General Robins and Colonel Feringa
were very glad to throw these other syn-
thetic items out the window, because
they did not want remotely to have to
-defend them. They were too ridiculous,

Mr. HILL. It was not a question of
General Robins and Colonel Feringa not
wanting to defend them. The case was
80 strong, based upon traffic and naviga-
tion alone, that there was no need of
defending or attempting to defend the
other items. That was the gist of the
testimony of General Robins and Colonel
Feringa. The case was so strong that
they did not have to consider national
defense.

The point I wish to make in reply to
the very timely and intelligent question
of the Senator from Nebraska [Mr,
WaERRY] is that there is no reason why
we should nof consider national defense.
We might have been in far better condi-
tion so far as the present war is cdn-
cerned if we had given greater consider-
ation to the national defense with refer-
ence to all great waterway projects, as
well as to many other projects and ac-
tions of the Congress. The Senator’s
guestion is certainly most timely and ap-
propriate.

I was reading to the Senate the state-
ment of General Robins. As I have
said, there is no way to latigh off, or
blink off, or ridicule a statement. com-
ing from a man like Gen. T. M. Robins,
Deputy Chief of Engineers, who sat on
the Board of Review, heard the evidence,
and studied the question. He went into
all the many phases of this project before
joining in the report. General Robins
had spoken of the fact that if the engi-
neers were to come to Congress with a
project to spend $66,000,000 to provide a
slack-water highway back up the Mis-
sissippi River, in his opinion Members
of Congress would take off their hats and
cheer such a wonderful project. Then
he went on to say: :

This alternate route on the Tombigbee
we are recommending amounts to the same
thing—

Anyone who will look at the map can
see the correctness of the statement—

only the locks and dams are to be built on
the Tombigbee instead of the Mississippl.
There is no greater tangible saving than
that which will accrue from use of the Ten-
nessee-Tombighee route instead of the Mis-
sissippi for the upstream traffic. This saving,
as estimated In House Document 268, is
#1,000,000. It is very conservative and should
be doubled on account of the increase that
has taken place in upstream traffic on the
Mississippl River.
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That shows that this project is part
and parcel of the great Mississippi inland
waterway.

Taking into account all the changed condi-
tions since the report before the committee
was prepared, there is a total tangible saving
in sight today of £4,000,000 for this project
and the carrylng charges on this project are
$#3,500,000. From the information that is
officially avallable to this committee, there
is no question in my mind but that the Ten-
nessee-Tombigbee project is economically
sound without considering recreation or na-
tional defense or enhanced land values or any
other intangible benefits.

He further stated that it had been sug-
gested—I believe by the distinguished
Senator from Michigan and others—that
perhaps the engineers might make an-
other report. General Robins said:

We can go back to the fleld and make an-
other report and do all the work over again
and hold hearings, and when the new report
comes up before the committee you will have
the same old arguments in opposition to the
project that you have today. If the commit-
tee, if the Congress wants us to make another
report we will be glad to make it. That is
the situation as I see it.

Senator OveErTCN. You are satisfied that
the report that would be submitted would
be along the lines you just stated?

General Ropins. Absolutely, and if this re-
port can be attacked on account of some of
the changed conditions since the report was
written I do not see why it cannot be de-

fended on account of other changed condi-
tions.

Mr. President, there is the testimony of
the Deputy Chief of Engineers. I believe
that he is now chairman of the Board of
Review of Rivers and Harbors. He has
moved up. General Tyler was the chair-
man. At the present time General
Robins is chairman of that Board. At
least he was chairman of the Board 12
months ago when I had the honor to ap-
pear before the Board. He tells us to
eliminate all the other items, and that
on the basis of traffic alone, without any
additional feature, this project is justi-
fled, and that if we were to call for an-

other re- ort, the story would be the same,"

and we would get the same favorable
report.

Mr., VANDENBERG. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Dow-
NEY in the chair). Does the Senator
from Alabama yield to the Senator from
Michigan? ]

Mr. HILL. I am glad to yield to my
frierd.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I should like to
hear what the Senator’s answer would
be to the testimony of Colonel Feringa,
who, as the able Senator knows, was ap-
pearing with General Robins.

Mr, HILL. That is correct.

Mr. VANDENBERG. In the course of
the hearing I pointed out to Colonel
Feringa that there had been a substan-
tial change in the method of transporting
petroleum products into this area, that
two pipe lines had been built since the
original report was made, and that pipe-
line transportation of petroleum was ob-
viously the favored method for the fu-
ture, Then I asked Colonel Feringa
whether the savings which would be al-
located by way of benefits to petroleum
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transportation ought not to be changed.
This was his reply:

Certainly the saving is not @s great as
we set up in that report—

I interrupt the quotation long enough
to say that it could not be, because 52
percent of the traffic which is relied
upon for justification is petroleum.
Continuing with the quotation:

Certainly the saving is not as great as we
set up in that report, but I think there is &
saving, Senator; how large, Senator, Wwe
would have to make a new report to find it
out, sir,

What has the Senator ‘o say about
that?

Mr, HILL. Everyone knows that con-
ditions today are not what they were
when the facts upon which this report is _
based were gathered. Those facts were
gathered back in 1936 and 1937—per-
haps even as far back as 1935. No doubt
there has been a change. The change is
that much more petroleum, fuel cil, and
gasoline are being transported today than
were transported at the time those facts
were gathered; but the Senator fails, I
think, to note what is the real gist of
the question in connection with the
movement of petroleum. There is no
doubt that two pipe lines have heen
built into that area, but those pipe lines
are carrying gasoline, rather than fuel
oil. At any rate, however, the petro-
leum products are being bought. In
1940 there was a reduction in freight
rates. This report was made in Janu-
ary or February 1939. But the deter-
mining factor in respect to the matter
of transportation of petroleum products
is that today the movement of such
products is still cheaper by water, by
barge, or by inland waterway than its
transportation by either pipe line, rail-
road, or any other method, except by
deep-water tanker. Of course, the deep-
water tankers do not enter the inland
waterways because they have only a 9-
foot channel, and deep-water tankers
cannot navigate in 9 feet of water.

All the testimony—that of General
Robins and that of Colonel Feringa—and
the figures in the record which the Chief
of Engineers, General Reybold, used at
Corpus Christi, Tex., I believe, about a
year ago, show that water transporta-
tion is still the cheapest form of trans-
porfation for the movement of petro-
leum products. Of course, in the present
time of war we are using every means
of transportation at our command to
move petroleum products. As the Sen-
ate well knows, we have the whole
O. P. A. program, including the ration-
ing of gasoline, by which people are de-
nied the full use of their automobiles;
and we have the rationing of fuel oil,
by which many persons have bheen
forced to go to the additional trouble
and expense of taking oil heafers out of
their homes, and substituting for them
coal-burning or other types of heaters.
The situation has been so acute in con-
nection with the shortage of petroleum
products and the relatively small supply
of such products as compared with the
need for them, that pipe lines have been
used for the movement of petroleum
producis. “In fact, today in China petro-
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leum products are moved by air. All the
gasoline and oil going to China for Amer-
ican and Chinese airplanes goes over the
India hump by airplane, because it can-
not be moved into China by railroad or
waterway or road. Petroleum products
can only be moved to China by means of
air transportation, so today we are pay-
ing the tremendous cost of transporta-
tion of those products to China by air.

In the same way, because of the com-
pulsion of the hour, due to the war and
the shortage of petroleum products, we
are using railroads, pipe lines, and all
other means of transportation for the
movement of petroleum products. But
the determining factor is that petroleum
products still can be moved more cheaply
by waterway than they can by pipe line
or by any other means of transportation
which provides any sort of competition
with transportation by means of the in-
land waterways. Of course, when the
war is over the economics of the situa-
tion will cause us to continue to move
just as much petroleum as possible on
the waterways, because inland water-
way transportation is the cheapest sys-
tem of transportation for the movement
of petroleum products.

If the reduction in the freight rates or
the construction of pipe lines had re-
sulted in providing a cheaper means of
transportation for petroleum products
than transportation by waterway, there
might be some validity to the argument
made about the pipe lines and the re-
duced freight rates; but all the evidence
shows that the waterways move petro-
leum products cheaper than they can be
moved by any other means of transpor-
tation.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President,
will the S=nator yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator en-
tirely misses the point I have been mak-
ing. The point is that in the report it is
stated that this project will result in a
saving in transportation costs of $2,158,-
000. That is the figure for the difference
between the cost of water transportation
and the cost of railroad transportation.
I am pointing out to the Senator that
since the report was made, first the rail-
road rates have been reduced, and there-
fore that differential is lessened, and, sec-
ond, the pipe lines have been built. Ce
tainly transportation by pipe line is
cheaper than transportation by railroad,
and therefore that differential has been
reduced.

As a result, the figsure of $2,158,000 is
obviously out of line with the up-to-date
facts. Colonel Feringa frankly admitted
that, and said that the only way by which
we can ascertain the correct figure as of
today is to have a new report. That is
the only point I am making.

Mr, HILL. I sharply disagree with my
friend, Mr. President. Colonel Feringa
did not say we should have a new report.
He said that if it is desired to get the
picture as of today, we must have a new
report.

Mr. VANDENBERG. That is what I
said.

Mr, HILL. No, Mr. President; the
Senator said Colonel Feringa said we had
to have a new report.
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Mr. VANDENBERG. Colonel Feringa
said it will be necessary to have a new
report if we are to obtain the correct
figure,

Mr. HILL. Mr. President, let me say to
the Senator that last week the Senate
passed a great flood-control bill provid-
ing for many different projects. There
are many different projects in the pend-
ing river and harbor bill. If we wish to
get the figures on all the different proj-
ects entirely down to date, as of today,
we must send every one of them back to
the committee for further study. Inthat
way we would obtain new figures on the
projects. Of course, many of the re-
ports—just like the report on the Ten-
nessee-Tombighee project—were made a
year, 2 years, or 3 years ago. Certainly
the figures and the facts were gathered
many months ago.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Yes, Mr. Presi-
dent; but the distinguished junior Sen-
ator from Alabama well knows that the
difference is that on the basis of the
report as it stands, and as identified in
the pending bill, the project was one to
which the Senate disagreed by a large
majority.

Mr, HILL. Of course. But when the
Senator injects the point that the Senate
disagreed by a large majority——

Mr. VANDENBERG. It must have
had a reason for doing so.

Mr. HILL. It did, and in a few
minutes I will state what I think that
reason was. But I do not wish to turn
to that point just now.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Very well.

Mr. HILL., Mr. President, I now read
what General Robins said about the
transportation of petroleum:

The pipe lines have been in existence for
years. There have been more of them built
in the last 2 or 8 years and the oil is still
moving on the waterways. The pipe lines
now extend to the Birmingham area and
the oil is still moving on the Warrior River,

I was there this summer. I saw the
oil barges going up and down the War-
rior River, of course because that is the
cheapest means of transportation.

The question today is not what is the
cheapest means of transportation. The
question today is what means can be
used, what means are available. If
barges are available, we use them. If
we are unable to obtain barges, we use
pipe lines, and, if need be, we use rail-
road tank cars, even though their use
costs nearly three times as much as does
the use of the waterways.

I read further from the testimony of
General Robins:

But for the sake of argument let us sup-
pose that oil is off the waterway and I will
deduct the saving for that, leaving #$1,-
065,000.

The tonnage of petroleum carried was
the higgest factor in that connection.

I read further from the testimony:

Since the tonnage which produces that
saving of $1,065,000 was estimated, trafiic on
inland waterways has more than doubled.

In fact, Mr. President, according to
figures given in other parts of the report,
traffic on the inland waterways has not
only doubled but it has increased by

| three and one-half or four times.
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Mr. VANDENBERG. So has traffic by
every other form of transportation.

Mr. HILL, But General Robins is the
kind of man I have pictured him to be.
He is conservative. He did not say, as
he might well have said, that the traffic
had increased three and one-half or four
times, even though the facts would sus-
tain him in making that statement. He
was very conservative, cautious, and
careful. He said it had more than
doubled. It certainly has, because the
increase amounts to almost four times as
much, rather than two times as much.

Then General Robins said:

So the saving of $1,065,000 should be
doubled to meet the conditions as they are
today, so without considering petroleum
products—

In other words, let us throw them out
the window—
you get back to about the same tangible sav-
ing given in the report for shippers over the
Tombighee waterway itself,

In other words, Mr. President, we could
disregard all the savings made in the
transportation of petroleum products by
waterway. Everyone with any common
sense knows there is no basis or justifi-
cation for disregarding those savings,
because as long as it costs 8.3 mills a ton-
mile to move petroleum procducts by
railroad, between 3 mills and 3.3 mills a
ton-mile to move them by pipe line, and
from 1.5 to 2.5 mills to move them by
means of the waterways, in normal times
the waterways, of course, will be used
for such traffic. If the pipe lines could
move petroleum products cheaper than
could the waterways, the Senator might
have some basis for his argument. But
so long as the evidence shows that the
cheapest and most economical method
of moving petroleum. products is by use
of the waterways, there can be no basis
for his argument.

Mr. President, this project has been
proposed in the form of a committee
amendment. It is not offered by the
Senator from Mississippi, my colleague
the senior Senator from Alabama [Mr.
BankgEAD], or by myself. It was re-
ported by the Senate Committee on Com-
merce by a vote of 11 to 2. It is now
before us with the support of Members
of the Senate representing all the differ-
ent sections and interests of the United
States. It is before us not because of
any local or any sectional pressure, but
because 11 members of the committee,
representing all the different sections
and areas of the country, have weighed
the project in the balance in the terms of
its benefits to the entire Nation and to
the economy of the entire country. They
recommended to the Senate that the
amendment be agreed to, and that the
project be approved. They have also
recommended that the missing link in
that great inland waterway system be
completed so that shippers will be
afforded a means by which they may
avoid the heavy upstream movement
which results in additional costs of
transportation.

Mr. President, the more we study the
project the better we realize the specific
benefits which will inure to approxi-
mately 34 States. The more the project
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is considered, the more one becomes
fascinated by it. In my opinion there
could be but one reason for not approv-
ing the project. Some Senators may he
thinking of it in terms of the economy
and the transportation of our country
as they existed in the early 1930’s; but if
we have any faith in America, and in the
maintenance of a stable, sound, and
healthy economy, we must conclude that
the project is not only justified but that
it is necessary for the movement of the
commerce, trade, and traffic of the coun-
try. It has been approved by the special
Board of Engineers, by the Board of Re-
view, by the Deputy Chief of Army Engi-
neers, by the Committee on Rivers and
Harbors of the House of Representatives,
and has been presented to the Senate
with a favorable recommendation of the
Senate Committee on Commerce.

Mr. President, I do not desire to delay
the Senate longer except to say that the
vote on the project was taken nearly 5
years ago. It was taken in March or
April of 1940. Conditions then, of course,
were entirely different from what they
are now. At that time there was no
navigation on the Tennessee River be-
cause the present great dams had not
yet been built on the river, and we did
not have the present 9-foot channel
The construction of the proposed water-
way at that time would have led into a
dead-end street. Not having carefully
studied the project, the Tennessee Valley
Authority had doubts about the wisdom
of constructing it, and opposed it. To-
day the Tennessee Valley Authority has
considered the project, and knowing
what its benefits would be not only to the
Tennessee River but to the entire inland

" waterway system, it approves the preoject,
and asks that the Congress approve it.

Back in 1940 a part of the Intracoastal
Waterway between New Orleans and Mo-
bile had not been constructed as it exists
today. It was an important link in the
entire chain of waterways, and greatly
affected the feasibility and economy of
the Tombigbee-Tennessee project.

Today the Tennessee Valley Authority
strongly favors the project and, as I have
already said, the Senate Commerce Com-
mittee, after a thorough and painstak-
ing consideration of the subject, has re-
ported it to the Senate with a favorable
recommendation.

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, it is
not my purpose to take the time of the
Senate to rehash the arguments which
have been made in favor of the amend-
ment. The arguments have been ably
presented by other Senators, and there
are only a few features of the contro-
versy which I shall discuss very briefly.
1 know the Senate is about ready to vote
on the question.

I desire to add a memorandum to the
list of agencies and distinguished Amer-
icans who have approved the amend-
ment. The list was ordered to be
printed in the Recorp as requested by the
distinguished Senator from Alabama.
The memorandum is from the White
House, It reads as follows:

THE WHITE HOUSE,
Washington, April 24, 1939.
MEMORANDUM FOR THE SECRETARY OF WAR:

I approve this survey report for a water-
way connecting the Tombighee and Ten-
nessee Rivers,
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The report of the Army and the
reports of the Tennessee Valley Authority
and the National Resources Committee
should also be forwarded to the congres-
slonal committee.

I take it that no water power is involved.
If any is involved, please get also a report
from the Federal Power Commission and
send it to the Congress.

F.D.R.

Mr. President, what I have just read
shows that if the proposed amendment
were agreed to by the Senate and ac-
cepted by the House of Representatives,
the President would not veto the bill
because of the incorporation of the
amendment therein,

It has been argued that this project
would be of special benefit to the States
of Mississippi and Alabama. Of course,
it would add to the development of those
States, but the Ohio Valley, the indus-
trial cities of Cincinnati, Pittsburgh, and
the industrial areas in those sections,
would benefit far more from the con-
struetion of the ecanal than would the
States through which it would flow.

The United States engineers figure that
70 percent of the entire upstream trafiic
on the Mississippi is destined for ports
on the Ohio River, “hat every single
pound of that tonnage could use this
canal and be delivered to ports on the
Ohio River at a substantial saving, which
is estimated, under an old engineering
report, at $2,405 for a tow of eight barges,
but which I submit, and shall show in a
moment, is based on an upstream charge
in the Mississippi River which does not
exist in the lower Mississippi today.

In 1938 there were-8,528,000 tons of
products which went upstream in the
Ohio River. Today there are roughly
15,800,000 tons of upstream products de-
livered by boat on that river. Most of
those products, in fact, practically all,
have come up the Mississippi River, and
that traffic which would be diverted to
the proposed canal, and delivered at a
tremendous saving to industries in the
Ohio Valley were the canal constructed.

In 1938 the city of Pittsburgh received
3,002,000 tons of upstream traffic on the
Ohio River. In 1942 that had increased
to 6,500,000 tons. The city of Cineinnati,
Ohio, in 1942 received 3,671,000 tons of
upriver traffic. The city of Evansville,
Ind., received 167,000 tons of upriver
traffic on the Ohio River in 1942, practi-
cally all of which had come upstream in
the ‘Mississippi River, the traffic consist-
ing chiefly of sieel products and fuel oil
for war industries in that area. The
United States engineers state that that
traffic would be diverted up the Tombig-
bee Canal, and would be delivered to
those cities at a substantial saving, a
part of which would be reflected to the
consumers in the area.

Mr. President, I know that one great
oil company, the Standard Oil Co. of
Ohio, delivered by barge up the Missis-
sippi and up the Ohio Rivers practically
all the crude oil for its refineries in the
State of Ohio, and that commodity would
move up the canal by way of the Tom-
bighee much cheaper, and at a saving to
the people of the State of Ohio.

The argument has been made, based
upon a survey by the United States engi-
neers filed in February 1939 that the cur-

| rent in the Mississippi River is 214 miles
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an hour and the estimates of the cost of
upstream traffic are based upon that old
engineering survey, with that old cur-
rent figure of 215 miles an hour. Strange
things have been happening in the
Father of Waters in the past few years.
The United States engineers have cut
out of the Mississippi River below the
mouth of the Arkansas River, roughly,
10 great curves. Above the Arkansas
River, and to Memphis, they have cut 3
bends out of the river, reducing the
length of the Mississippi River by 170
miles, and at the same time, while reduc-
ing its length, the velocity of the current
has increased from 10 to 12 feet a second,
or, roughly, 5 to 6 miles an hour.

Conditions have become such that at
the period of normal high water, which
at one time was considered good steam-
boat water, the powerful towboats could
not push the average tow through the
cut-offs. Our Government has had to
station boats at the cut-offs to assist in
pushing the tow through the cut-offs.

Furthermore, Mr. President, it has not
been possible to propel through the cut-
offs and against the current for several
miles below the cut-offs a normal tow of
eight barges, but the shippers have been
forced to tie up half or one-third of the
load, push one-third of it miles up the
river through the cut-off, get above it
and tie up, go back down the river and
get another part of the tow, push it miles
up the river, and then go back and get
another part of the tow and push it miles
up the river, before they could proceed
with the full tow, and then push the full
tow up to the next cut-off; all of which
in the past few years, roughly, since this
engineering report was filed, has greatly
inereased the cost of operation of those
barges on the Mississippi River.

What else has been approved? At New
Madrid, Mo., opposite the EKentucky-
Tennessee State line, there is a great
bend over 20 miles in length, and it is the
purpose to cut a canal across that bend,
as the engineers have done in numerous
other instances. United States engineers
figure that when that canal is put
through, when that cut-off becomes op-
erative, and for miles below it, the cur-
rent in the river will be increased to 10
or 12 miles an hour. It will be so swift
that it will be difficult, at an average
tigne, when the water of the river is up,
for boats to navigate through that
streteh of water.

So, Mr. President, I say that it is abso-
lutely essential to upstream trafiic, in
getting products from the lower valley
to the upper valley and info the Ohio
and into the Missouri River Basins, that
this slack-water route be constructed,
and I say it as one who lives very close
to the Mississippi River south of the city
of Memphis.

When this canal is construeted it will
result in a tremendous saving, Much
has been said to the effect that a sum was
allocated by the Corps of Engineers for
projects which would aid in the defense
of the country. If the Mississippi River
were blocked, as the junior Senator from
Alabama [Mr. Hir] stated, if an enemy
should control it and block it, it would
be disastrous to our war industries lo-
cated in the Ohio River Basin, and it
would be just as disastrous if that river
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were blocked by high water. One who
lives on the river knows that the high
water lasts, not for a period of days, but
for a period of weeks or a period of
months, and it would be disastrous to
our war industries if the fuel oils for
industrial plants, and if steel products,
did not reach the war industries along
the great reaches of the Ohio River on
time. That is a condition which is ab-
solutely certain to come about, it is oc-
curring today, and it will be much more
dangerous as more bends are cut in the
river, as the New Madrid bend is con-
structed, and as the river is shortened
according to the present plan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment on page 17, lines 6 to 9.

Mr. HILL. I suggest the absence of a
quorum.

The FRESIDING OFFICER. The ab-
sence of a quorum having been suggest-
ed, the clerk will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Aiken Ceorge O'Mahoney
Austin Gerry Overton
Eall Green Radcliffe
Bankhead Guffey Revercomb
Bilbo Gurney * Reynolds
Brooks Hall Russell
Buck Hatch Shipstead
Burton Hayden Stewart
Bushfield Hill Taft

Butler Holman Thomas, Okla.
Byrd Jenner Tunnell
Capper Johnson, Colo. Tydings
Caraway Kilgore Vandenberg
Chandler La Follette Wagner
Clark, Mo, Langer Wallgren
Connally Lucas Walsh, Mass,
Cordon Mcarland Weeks
Danaher MeciKellar Wheeler
Davis Maloney ‘Wherry
Downey Maybank White
Eastland Mead Wiley
El'ender Millikin Willis
Ferguson Murray

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Sixty-
eight Senators having answered to their
names, a quorum is present.

Mr. OVERTON. Mr. President, I be-
lieve we are about to approach a vote on
this amendment. I desire to make a very
few brief comments in respect to it. The
correctness of the recommendation of the
Tennessee-Tombighee project by the
Committee on Commerce has been chal-
lenged in debate, and I wish briefly to
give to the Senate the reasons why the
Senate Committee on Commerce voted a

recommendation. I believe that every-.

thing of importance that can be said
either for or against the project has al-
ready been said in the debate.

The main argument against the favor-
able report by the Committee on Com-
merce is the statement made by General
Schley in submitting the project to Con-
gress in the report which he made in
1939. It is said that General Schley did
not follow the recommendations of the
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Har-
bors in respect to certain benefits which
the Board of Engineers had considered
and evaluated. That is true in part.
However, General Schley did not strike
those items from the report. He sub-
mitted the report with the items. Had
he been unquestionably opposed to the
inclusion of the items in the report, he
could have in his own report entirely
omitted them. He did not do so. He
refers to them as being what he de-
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scribes as intangible benefits, These
criticized items are $100,000 for recrea-
tion; $275,000 for land value enhance-
ment; and $600,000 for national defense;
aggregating $975,000.

The debate has assumed that that is
all that General Schley referred to; but
when General Schley referred to intangi-
ble and indirect benefits he had in mind
a number, at least, other benefits, I
think it would clarify the subject if I
were to read just what General Schley
did say on that subject. General Schley
stated:

I have no doubt that benefits of value to
national defense, from enhancement of land
values, and from increased use of recreational
areas will be produced, Furthermore, pro-
vision of a direct water route to the Gulf of
Mexico from the Tennessee Valley may
hasten the development in that valley re-
sulting from the navigation project and the
electric power system now being constructed
there by the Federal Government. The large
amount of construction involved in this con-
necting waterway to the Gulf would provide
substantial direct employment over a period
of 8 years and large orders to cement and
steel mills and to the lumber :ndwstry.

The statement immediately preceding
the intangible item makes no reference
to national defense, to enhancement of
land value, or to recreation. When he
speaks about large orders to cement and
steel mills and to the lumber industry,
and when he speaks about the large
amount of construction involved, and
about the general benefits which would
flow from the distribution of electric
power from the system in the valley,
these may be regarded as intangible or
indirect benefits.

After making these comments, he says:

All these Intangible or Indirect bene-
fits must be considered in addition to the
direct savings in transportation costs in
order that this project will show a substan-
tial excess of benefits over costs.

I take it that he was referring, in all
probability, to all of the special benefits
to which I have just referred; but I be-
lieve that the intangible benefits which
he mentioned in the latter part of his
comments were uppermpst in his mind.

Not only does General Schley not
strike these items from the report, but
he submits them to the superior judg-
ment of the Congress of the United
States.

I am one of those who beslieve that
there should be an approving report from
the Chief of Engineers before a commit-
tee acts upon a preject. I do nct con-
sider the recommendations of the Chief
of Engineers in this case to be a disap-
proving report. He mentions the vari-
ous benefits which may result—naviga-
tion, land-value enhancement, recrea-
tion, and national defense—and also the
distribution of large orders to cement and
steel mills, and to the lumber industry;
but he winds up by submitting the whole
question to the Congress of the United
States. That is not, I submit, an un-
favorable report.

Mr. President, I do not believe it would
be very seriously contended today that
we cai: never consider land-value en-
hancement as a factor in determining
whether or not a project is economically
scund. That may have been true back
in 1939, There may have been some rea-
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son then why the engineers would not
consider enhancement cf land wvalues;
but, as a matter of fact, in quite a num-
ber of reports today, enhancement of
land values is set down as a factor in de-
termining the economic soundness of a
project. I know that that has been
done in connection with quite a number
of flood-control projects, and also in con-
nection with one navigation projzsct
which has been recommended in my
own State of Louisiana. I do not know
that it is entirely proper to throw out
consideration of the value of an inland
navigation project or a harbor project
as a contribution to our national de-
fense. I believe that national defenses
ought to be considered in determining
whether or not Congress will approve
such a project. I believe that the im-
provement of such great harbors as those
at New York, Boston, and other points
adds materially to our national defense.
I believe that there are instances where
such a factor should be considered.

I believe that in many instances the
improvement of the Mississippi River can
be regarded as a valuable contribution
to national defense. What was in the
mind of the Chief of Engineers was that
it was difficult to appraise with mathe-
matical accuracy what those benefits
are. Therefore, he submitted the matter
to the judgment of Congress.

Furthermore, I entertain the view that
the committee recommended this project
because the testimony overwhelmingly
showed that it is today economically
sound, judged on the sole basis of navi-
gation benefits, |

The testimony of Colonel Feringa and
the testimony of General Robins, repre-
senting the Army Corps of Engineers, as
well as the testimony of a number of wit-
nesses familiar with the situation in the
valleys, all shows that the potential
transportation since this report was sub-
mitted in 1939 has materially increased.
It was specifically stated by General
Robins—and I invite the attention of the
Senator from Michigan to his state-
ment—that after taking into considera-
tion all deductions which might possibly
be made on account of the construction
of pipe lines and on account of the re-
duced freight rates, nevertheless today
the net sum total of benefits is $4,000,000
a year, as against a carrying charge of
$3,600,000, and that the project is wholly
justified. That was the statement of
the Deputy Chief of Engineers. It is not
contradicted by the Chief of Engineers;
it is not contradicted by any engineer.
I contend that the sum total of the testi<
mony shcws that oen the ground of the
benefits resulting to navigation alone,
this projsct has been justified as of to-
day. It stands justified on the basis of
the testimony before the commitfee. I
think it should stand justified in the 2p-
praisement and opinion cf the Sznate of
the United States.

It has been said that General Reybold,
the present Chief of Engineers, has not
submitted another report which would
either explain General Schley’s original
report or would endorse General Schley’s
original report or would depart from it.
That is quite true, I think the present
Chief of Engineers is correct in teking
that position. I do not think the Chief
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of Engineers should submit a report con-
tradicting what the former Chief of En-
gineers has done or contradicting what
he himself has done, until he is directed
by the Congress to make a further re-
view or a further examination and sur-
vey and to report to the Congress the
facts which are disclosed by his subordi-
nates with respect to the project. It
should go through the usual official
sources before it reaches the Chief of
Engineers and before he makes a report
thereon. ;

But he does not appear in contradic-
tion of the testimony of General Robins
and Colonel Feringa and others that the
project is economically justified today on
account of the benefits which will result
from the use of it purely as a navigation
project,

As I said awhile ago, we have gone
beyond the mere thought of flood con-
trol in flood-control projects, and the
henefits which will result solely to navi-
gation in navigation projects. We have
gone into the maitter of power projects,
and the penefits which will result from
power production are figured and re-
ported on by the engineers in respect to
the projects which are capable of gener-
ating power. Projects which are capa-
ble of being used in part for irrigation
are considered from the standpoint of
the benefits which will result from irri-
gation, and a value is placed upon them.
Such values are not placed with any
mathematical accuracy; just as it is im-
possible to place with mathematical ac-
curacy & value upon land enhancement.
But they are considered today in reports
made by the Chief of Engineers, and I
see no reason why these other factors
cannot within the judgment of the Con-
gress be considered with reference to
this particular project.

Mr. President, I think I have said all
I wished to say on the subject. The
commitiee was very patient in listen-
ing to the testimony of all those who
were either for or against the project.
I think the committee weighed and ap-
praised that testimony. The commitiee
came to the conclusion, by an over-
whelming majority, that the project was
economically sound and justified from
the standpoint of navigation alone, with-
out taking into consideration the other
factors to which I have referred.

Therefore, Mr. President, I hope the
vote of the Senate will sustain the action
of the committee.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I
shall detain the Senate only a moment.

The proponents of this project have
spoken for the better part of a day on
this subject. I wish only to sum up the
presentation of my position, and I think
I can do so in 5 minutes.

Mr. President, this project is identified
in the bill, on page 17, as resting on the
report submitted in House Document 269
of the Seventy-sixth Congress. That is
the official project before the Senate.

The report of the engineers, as identi-
fied in this document, is one which ev-
eryone connected with this project has
tried to forget, and which everyone en-
dorsing it would like to subordinate in
the consideration of this matter because,
as I think I clearly indicated on the pre=~
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vious day of debate, so far as this docu-
ment is eoncerned, this basis upon which
the Senate officially acts, there is abso-
lutely no justification whatever for this
$75,000,000 appropriation.

Mr. President, it is a $75,000,000 appro-
priation on the basis of 1939 estimates,
because the report itself is that ancient.
I suppose it represents a project of $100,-
000,000 as of today.

Be that as it may, I say, first, that the
thing which officially the Senate is asked
to approve is the project as outlined in
House Document 269, which has once
previously been rejected by the Senate
by an overwhelming vote, and which
even in this debate has been a matter of
little more than abject apology.

But, the proponents say, many things
have happened since the report was
made, and our judgment should be based
upon the things which have happened
since then. That is the point at which
the difference arises. I agree that many
things have happened since then. 1
agree that there is substantially in-
creased war traffic on these waterways,
and that on the basis of war trafiic un-
questionably a report today would show
substantially increased economic bene-
fits.

I agree, secondly, although the propo-
nents have forgotten to say very much
about it, that they have another credit
on their side, namely, that the Tennessee
Valley Authority has withdrawn the op-
position which it heretofore expressed to
the project. Those are the changes in
favor of the project.

Against the report as originally pre-
sented, however, there are other changes
to be urged in the other direction. For
instance, railroad freight rates in this
area have been cut in two since the orig-
inal report was made; and Colonel Fer-
inga, speaking for the Board of Engineers
for Rivers and Harbors, specifically said,
at page 398 of the hearings, that if a new
report were made, that factor would be
taken into consideration. Furthermore,
since the report was made, two pipe lines
have been built into the area for the
delivery of petieleum products. This
project rests 52 percent upon the petro-
leum traffic. No estimate is available
regarding what will be the impact of the
pipe line upon that traffic. At the hear-
ing, Colonel Feringa, speaking for the
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Har-
bors, before I asked my question upon
that score, said that if a new report
were made this factor would be taken
into consideration.

Mr. President, the point I submit to
the Senate is that, on the basis of the
project as officially reported, there can
be no possibility of its justification, and I
believe very little effort has been made
to justify it on the basis of the original
report. Everything that has been
pleaded in behalf of the project has
taken place since the report was made.
Conditions have changed pro and con
since the report was made.

Under the terms of the bill the project
would not be undertaken until 6 months
after the termination of the present wars
in which the United States is engaged.
Senators can estimate for themselves
when all the wars in which we are now
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engaged will be terminated. They can
then add 6 months to their estimate in
establishing a time when the authority
in the pending proposal would become
effective. I submit that well within that
period, before the project could ever be=
come effective, it would be entirely pos-
sible to order & new report, and obtain
one. If the new report justified the
project in the name of the Chief of Engi-
neers of the War Department, I would
withdraw my opposition. But until that
takes place, Mr. President, I shall have to
say to the country, and to my colleagues,
precisely what the Chief of Engineers
said to the chairman of the Senate Com-
merce Committee, the, Senator from
North Carolina [Mr. Bamey], when he
asked the Chief of Engineers for a new
report upon this matter. The Chief of
Engineers replied:

You are informed that, in the absence of
a full review and reconsideration of this pro-
posed project, I do not feel justified in mak-
ing a statement supplementing the report of
House Document No. 269.

I paraphrase the language of the Chief
of Engineers, Mr. President, and say to
my colleagues that they are now in-
formed that in the absence of a full re-
view and reconsideration of the proposed
project I do not feel justified in voting an
authorization of $75,000,000 or $100,000,-
000 in respect to this undertaking.

I invite the attention of Senators to
the statement made by the Senator from
North Carolina, chairman of the Com-
mittee on Commerce, appearing at page
508 of the hearings. The Senator from
North Carolina said:

Suppose we should at this time from the
report of the Chief of Engineers and by tes-
timony taken in a hearing, make up our
minds independently of that report, or make
up our minds that we can pass upon all
transactions of this sort. Then we shall be
confronted with a pracedent because every
Member of the Congress on each side of the
Chamber will come in here and demand that
we conduct a hearing and act as a board of -

engineers and I doubt that we are capable
of doing it. ;

Mr. BANKHEAD. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield.

Mr. BANKHEAD. Inasmuch as the
Senator from Michigan is quoting the
able Senator from North Carolina, I
should like to ask the Senator from
Michigan if it is not true that the Sen-
ator from North Carolina voted for the -
project, and is in favor of it.

Mr. VANDENBERG. The able Sen-
ator from North Carolina voted for the
project in the committee. Whether or
not he is satisfied with his attitude, I
leave to him to testify.

Mr. President, that is all I have to say.
I am perfectly willing to submit the mat-
ter to the Senate, and I ask for the yeas
and nays.

Mr. STEWART. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. VANDENBERG. I yield.

Mr. STEWART. Did I correctly un-
derstand the Senator to say that one of
the reasons which might be argued
against the project now was that some-
one testified that during the past 5
years there had been a reduction in
freight rates in the area affected?
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Mr. VANDENBERG. The Senator is
correct. That was the testimony of the
Board of Engineers.

Mr. STEWART. Is it from the testi-
mony cof the Board of Engineers that that
information was taken?

Mr. VANDENBERG. I will read the
specific quotation to the Senator:

Senator VANDENBERG. And is it not also a
fact that at some time in 1940 the Inter-
state Commerce Commission authorized the
reduction of -freight rates on petroleum in
that area amounting to £1.06 a ton?

Colonel Feringa. I think you are abso-
lutely correct, sir.

Mr. STEWART. But the reduction
was on petroleum alone?

Mr. VANDENBERG. That is correct.

Mr. STEWART, I misunderstood the
Senator.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I had referred
to the fact that 52 percent of the traffic
depended on the transportation of
petroleum products.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the committee
amendment, which will be stated.

The CHier CLERK. On page 17, after
line 5, it is proposed to insert the fol-
lowing:

Waterway connecting the Tombighee and
Tennessee Rivers; in accordance with the
recommendation of the Board of Engineers
for Rivers and Harbors in the report sub-
mitted in House Document No. 269, Seventy-
sixth Congress.

Mr. VANDENBERG.
yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and
t,h;e1 Chief Clerk proceeded to call the
roll.

Mr. WAGNER (when his name was
called). I have a general pair with the
junior Senator from Kansas [Mr, REep],
who I understand if present would vote
as I am about to vote, so I am at liberty
to vote. I vote “nay.” I am advised
that the Senator from Kansas has a
special pair on this vote.

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sen-
ator from Virginia [Mr. Guass] and the
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. McCLEL-
Lan] are absent from the Senate because
of illness. I am advised that if present
and voting, the Senator from Arkansas
would vote “yea."”

The Senator from Nevada [Mr. McCar-
raN] and the Sénator from Utah [Mr,
Murpock] are detained on official busi-
ness for the Senate.

The Senator from Florida [Mr. Pep-
PER] is absent on important public busi-
ness. I am advised that if present and
voting, he would vote “yea.”

The Senator from XKentucky [Mr.

Barkrey] and the Senator from New
Mexico [Mr. CHAVEzZ] are unavoidably
detained,
_ The Senator from Florida [Mr, AN-
prEws ], the Senator from North Carolina
[Mr, BarLey], the Senator from Idaho
[Mr, Crark], the Senator from Iowa
[Mr. GiLLETTE], the Senator from Texas
[Mr. O'DanieL], the Senator from Ne-
vada [Mr, ScrucHAM], the Senator from
Utah [Mr. THomAs], the Senator from
Missouri [Mr, Truman], and the Senator
from New Jersey [Mr. WaALsH] are neces-
sarily absent.

I ask for the
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The Senator from Utah [Mr. THoMas]
has a general pair with the Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES].

On this question, the Senior Senator
from Florida [Mr, ANprREws] is paired
with the Senator from Kansas [Mr.
REeep]. Iam advised that if present and
voting, the Senator from Florida would
vote “yea,” and the Senator from Kansas
would vote “nay.”

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr, Bripces] is neces-
sarily absent. He has a general pair
with the Senator from Utah [Mr.
TrHOMAS].

The following Senators are necessarily
absent: ;

The Senator fromn Maine [Mr. BrREw-
sTER], the Senator from New Jersey [Mr.
Hawxkes], the Senator from Oklahoma
[Mr. Moogre], the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. RoserTson], the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. THomAs], the Senator from
New Hampshire |Mr. Tosey], and the
Senator from Iowa [Mr, Wirsonl.

The Senator from Kansas [Mr. Reen]
is necessarily absent. If present he
would vote “nay.”

The result was announced—yeas 31,
nays 37, as follows:

YEAS—31
Aiken Hall Overton
Bankhead Hatch Radcliffe
Bilbo Hayden Reynolds
Caraway *Hill Russell
Clark, Mo. Holman Shipstead
Connally La Follette Thomas, Okla.
Cordon Langer Tunnell
Downey McFarland Wallgren
Eastiand Maybank Wheeler
Ellender Murray
Gufley O’'Mahoney

NAYS—37
Austin George Stewart
Ball Gerry Talt
Brooks Green Tydings
Buck Gurney Vandenberg
Burton Jenner Wagner
Bushfield Johnson, Colo, Walsh, Mass.,
Bultler Kilgore Weeks
Byrd Lucas Wherry
Capper McKeller White
Chandler Maloney Wiley
Danaher Mead Willis
Davis Millikin |
Ferguson Revercomb

NOT VOTING—27

Andrews Hawkes Reed
Balley Johnson, Callf. Robertson
Barkley McCarran Scrugham
Brewster McClellan Thomas, Idaho
Bridges Moore Thomas, Utah
Chavez Murdock Tobey
Clark, Idaho  Nye Truman
Gillette O'Dantel Walsh, N. J.
Glass Pepper Wilson

So the amendment of the committee
was rejected.

DISPOSAL OF GOVERMENT-OWNED
FLASHLIGHT BATTERIES

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, on No-
vember 22 the Special Committee to In-
vestigate the National Defense Program
held a hearing on the disposal of 23,000,-
000 new flashlight batteries. These bat-
teries, declared surplus by the Army Sig-
nal Corps, were suitable for civilian use.
There is a very serious shortage of such
batteries for commercial sale,

The Army Signal Corps had sought to
keep secret the fact that such a large
quantity of batteries was being released
because other types of batteries were in
serious shortage and they feared public-
ity concerning the sale of batteries would
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lead battery workers to believe that their
efforts were no longer needed. The
Army Signal Corps, therefore, requested
Treasury Procurement to dispose of the
batteries at a private sale. Treasury
Procurement agreed to this request. On
Saturday, November 4, a circular was is-
sued by Treasury Procurement coffering
these batteries to the trade at 4 cents
each. They had cost the Government an
average of Tl cents each. The Treasury
Procurement’s price of 4 cents to the
wholesalers contemplated that the retail-
ers would pay 6 cents per battery and re-
sell them to the public at 10 cents.

Within a very few days, Treasury Pro-
curement'’s offer of sale was oversub-
scribed. One tabulation showed coffers
to purchose from 40,000,000 to 60,000,-
000 batteries.

The Office of Price Administration ob-
jected to the sales price of 10 cents on
the basis of an order which, as inter-
preted by the Office of Price Administra-
tion, would permit a retail price ceiling
of 8 cents per battery. The sale was
stopped,.

Following the committee’s hearing, an
agreement between the Office of Price
Administration and Treasury Procure-
ment resulted in the establishment of a
wholesale price of 55 cents per battery
and a more equitable distribution among
those needing such batteries.

In addition the War Department and
Treasury Procurement ruled that hence-
forth all disposal sales are to have com-
plete publicity. All agencies agreed to
achieve closer cooperation and coordina-
tion as to future disposal sales in order
to eliminate controversies over price or
the groups to whom surplus properties
would be offered through circularization
or advertisement.

This case was of importance because
it resulted in the establishment of cer-
tain fundamental policies and the elimi-
nation of certain deficiencies in coordi-
nation, The dollar savings of such im-
provements are impossible to assess.
However, it is possible to state with cer-
tainty that the corrected condition,
which in large measure resulted from
the committee’s investigation on the dis-
posal of these 23,000,000 batteries, alone
represents a saving to the taxpayers of
$368,000. In addition, the investigation
has demonstrated that the fears on the
part of the Signal Corps were unfounded
regarding the effect of the sale upon the
morale of workers. Full public disclo-
sure of the facts aids morale. Conceal-
ment destroys it.

In conclusion, I want to compliment
Mr. Ernest L. Olrich, former Director of
the Office of Surplus Properiy of the
Treasury Department. Mr. Olrich
moved properly and efiiciently to cor-
rect the conditions I have described. He
was completely forthright in his testi-
mony before the committee in freely
stating that a mistake had been made by
his office in his absence, and that he was
most anxious that the mistake be cor-
rected.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE—ENROLLED
BILL SIGNED

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Maurer, one of its
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reading clerks, announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
enrolled bill (S. 2004) to amend the act
entitled “An act to mobilize the produc-
tive facilities of small business in the in-
terests of successful prosecution of the
war, and for other purposes,” approved
June 11, 1942, and it was signed by the
Acting President pro tempore.

CONDITIONS IN THE NEW YORK CITY
FOST OFFICE

Mr. MEAD. Mr. President, I am about
to ask to have published in the REecorp
as part of my remarks a letter I have
received from the Postmaster of the city
of New York. It brings to the mind of

the reader the progress that is being

made in the Post Office Service, the re-
finement and the efficiency of the Serv-
ice. In the letter the postmaster of New
York makes this statement:

The task of handling the Christmas par-
cels for members of the armed forces gver-
geas addressed ‘“Care of Postmaster, New
York, N. Y.,” was completed on November 15,
and in view of the fact that it was one of the
greatest that has confronted the Postal Serv-
ice, I believe you would want me to bring the
particulars to your attention.

During the period Beptember 15 to Novem-
ber 15, 1844, inclusive, this office turned over
to the New York Port of Embarkation Army
Post Office 2,770,927 sacks containing 44,-
834,832 ordinary parcels; also 4,262,000 par-
cels on which first-class postege was paid,
and 88,570 registered parcels, a total of
48,685,402 parcels.

The fact that 3,656 carloads of sacks of
parcels were unloaded in the Postal Concen-
tration Center Building during the period
may also be of interest.

Mr. President, there is also in this
communication a memorandum stating
the duties and the responsibilities of the
postmaster of the city of New York. He,
like the postmaster of any other big city
in the United States, is a very responsible
officer. The memorandum tells of his
jurisdiction. He is not only the post-
master of the city but he is the head of
the central accounting office for that
area. He has jurisdiction over the post
office units, and for 655 third and 883
fourth-class offices in New York State.

He is the head of the central repair
unit of the motor vehicle servwe, which
serves 129 post offices.

He is the custodian of 24 Government.-
owned buildings.

He is the disbursing officer for all the
employees of the New York post office,
Railway Mail Service, and the rural car-
riers of the State,

He is chairman of the regional defer-
ment committee of Government em-
ployees.

He is chairman of the Committee on
Suggestions and Experiments for the
Postal Service covering the State of New
York.

He is a member of the advisory com-
mittee, Federal Personnel Council, of the
metropolitan area.

Mr. President, I should like to have
the letter and memorandum made a part
of my remarks and printed in the Recorp.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection?
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There being no objection, the letter
and memorandum were ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

OFFICE OF THE POSTMASTER,
New York, N. ¥., November 28, 1944.
Hon. James M. MEADp,
United States Senator,
Senate Office Building,
Washington, D. C.

DeAR SENATOR Meap: The task of handling
the Christmas parcels for members of the
armed forces overseas addressed “Care of
Postmaster, New York, N. ¥.", was completed
on November 15, and in view of the fact that
it was one of the greatest that has confronted
the Postal Service, I believe you would want
me to bring the particulars to your attention.

During the period September 15 to Novem-
ber 15, 1944, inclusive, this office turned over
to the New York Port of Embarkation Army
Post Office 2,770,927 sacks containing 44,334,-
832 ordinary parcels; also 4,262,000 parcels on
which first-class postage was pald, and 88,670
registered articles, a total of 48,685,402
parcels.

The fact that 3,555 carloads of sacks of
parcels were unloaded in the Postal Concen-
tration Center Building during the period
may also be of interest.

During the corresponding period in 1043,
the number of parcels dispatched was 11,553,
420, so it will be noted that this year the
volume was more than 4 times as great.

The successful completion of this stu-
pendous mail-handling job was due in great
measure to fine cooperation and assistance
received from the Army, Fleet Post Office,
department officials, post-office ins
Railway Mail Service, the railroad, post-
masters, and postal employees.

In addition to the Christmas parcels, this
office received and distributed a daily aver-
age, based on statistics covering the month of
October 1944, of 941,000 ordinary letters;
1,784,000 air-mail letters; 341,000 V-mail let-
ters. Ordinarily, 1,000,000 newspapers and
other prints for the members of the armed
forces are also distributed daily.

A memorandum describing the scope of
duties of the postmaster at New York, N. Y.,
as well as a memorandum of business trans-
acted at the New York post office, are also
enclosed.

With kindest regards and best wishes, I am,

Bincerely yours,
ALBERT GOLDMAN,
Postmaster,
MEMORANDUM

1. Postmaster, New York, N. ¥.: Jurisdic-
tion over all postal activities in New York
and Bronx Counties, This includes the
main post office, four large annexes, viz:
Morgan Annex, through which is cleared the
bulk of foreign malls originating in the
United States; Grand Central Annex, Church
Street Annex, and Bronx Central Annex; 43
other classified stations; 25 finance stations;
and 90 contract stations; also the Pelham,
N. Y., branch in Westchester County, and the
postal concentration center in Queens County
where parcels and prints for members of the
armed forces overseas are distributed.

The motor-vehicle service, operating two
large garages, with overhauling and repair
units, required to house and maintain a local
fleet with more than 500 motor trucks, plus
the periodical overhauling of 500 trucks as-
signed to 129 other post offices in the States
of New York and Connecticut.

2. Jurisdiction over 573 Army post offices
(A. P. O.'s) outside the United States and
817 money-order units connected with these
Army post offices. Also, 3,914 naval post
offices on United States naval vessels at points
all over the world.

3. Postmaster of central accounting for a

| total of 1,818 second-, third-, and fourth-class
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post offices in New York State. Depository
for certain first-class offices and all second-,
third-, and fourth-class offices in New York
State, a total of 1,848 post offices. '

4, Postmaster: Jurisdiction over postal
supplies for all New York, N. ¥., post-office
units, and for 655 third- and 883 fourth-class
offices in New York State.

5. Postmaster: For the district central
supply unit filling requisitions from the
Fourth Assistant Postmaster General, Divi-
sion of Federal Building Operations, for post
offices located in Federal buildings in the
following States: Connecticut, Delaware, Dis-
trict of Columbia, Maine, Maryland, Massa-=
chusetts, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New
York, Pennsylvania, Puerto Rico, Rhode
Island, Vermont, Virginia, West Virginia.

6. Postmaster of central repair unit of the
Motor Vehicle Service which serves 128 post
offices—30 of which are in the State of Con-
necticut and 89 in the State of New York.

7. Custodian of 24 Government-owned Post
Office Department buildings, the grounds and
their appurtenances, including the direction
and supervision of the custodial force as-
signed for operation and maintenance. The
Church Street annex bullding is a 15-story
office building containing 1,005,355 square
feet of space; the Morgan Annex contains
1,164,000 square feet; the Main Office Building
1,561,000 square feet. This data provides a
graphic picture of the large bulldings oper-
ated and maintained,

B. Disbursing officer for all employees of
the New York post office; the post office in-
spectors and headquarters force of the New
York division; the railway mail service, sec-
ond division, and rural carriers throughout
New York State.

9. Chairman: Regional Deferment Com-
mittee, Government employees, region No.
2, which comprises New York, New Jersey,
Delaware, the eastern shore of Maryland,
Accomae and Northampton Countles, Va.

10. Chairman (for 6 months' period) Com-
mittee on Suggestions and Experiments for
the Postal Service covering the State of New
York, Member of this committee.

11. Member of Advisory Committee: Fed-
eral Personnel Council of Metropolitan New
York, Committee on Training, 299 Broadway,
New York 7, New York.

FISCAL YEAR 1944

Business concerns should deposit mail
early and frequently during the day to avoid
the night rush.

The New York Post Office—

Has T3 classified stations and 80 contract
stations,

Employs 28,618 pecple.

Recelves, delivers, and dispatches 18,500,000
pieces of ordinary mail daily.

Receives, delivers, and dispatches 120,000
pieces of registered mail daily.

Recelves and dispatches 100,000 insured
and C. O. D. parcel-post packages daily.

Weighs and dispatches 205,000 pounds of
netwspapers and periodicals daily at pound
rates.

Finds $71.79 in money dally enclosed in
dead letters,

Receives $31,603.44 annually from sale by
auction of undeliverable parcels.

Receives 4,000 removal notices daily.

Handles 100,000 pieces of misdirected mail
daily.

k ﬁinds owners of 220 unaddressed parcels
ally.

Recelves 82,000 pieces of mall dally without
street address,

Supplies 82,000 pieces of mall daily with
correct address from city directory.

Collects $337,3687.86 in postage daily.

Issues money orders for $351,935,895.90 an=
nually.

Pays money orders for $300,078,440.39 an-

| nually,



1944

Has on deposit In postal savings $92,450,-
167.
‘Has 220,929 postal-saving depositors,

Sold United States War Savings bonds,
maturity value £66,876,100.00,

Number of purchasers, 928,607,

Postal receipts for year

ended June 30, 1944 ____ $103, 571, 779.99
Postal receipts for year

ended June' 30, 1943_____ B3, 806, 230. 12

Increase (23.4 percent). 19, 875, 549. 87

Mail deliveries

Manhattan Borough. o occooocaaaoo o 2t03

Bronx: Boreughsir oy o it Tiii 2

BURTISRR o T T 2
Mail collections

Manhattan Borough_ .- _.__._. 10 to 26

Bronx Borough 6toll

VT T T S e i L e S 4

Patrons will ensure prompt handling and
delivery of their mail if they include the
street and number, as well as the postal-
unit number, in the address and their re-
turn card.

ALBERT GOLDMAN,
Postmaster, o

ST. LAWRENCE RIVER DEVELOPMENT—
MEMORANDUM RESPECTING AGREE-
MENT OF 1941 BETWEEN UNITED STATES
AND THE DOMINION OF CANADA

Mr. WAGNER. Mr. President, I ask
leave to insert in the REcorp a memo-
randum brief respecting the approval, by
concurrent legislation of the Senate and
House of Representatives, of an agree-
ment between the United States and the
Dominion of Canada, dated March 19,
1941, with particular reference to the St.
Lawrence project bill, S. 1385.

This brief, dated November 11, 1944,
was prepared by the Honorable George S.
Reed, a leading member of the New York
State bar, who has served for 10 years as
a trustee and counsel for the Power Au-
thority of the State of New York, a public
agency of the State, Over a period of
many years, Mr. Reed has been officially
concerned with the legal guestions in-
volved in the improvement of the Great
Lakes-St. Lawrence system. He has
studied every phase of the question of
procedure by concurrent legislation from
the standpoint of a trustee acting on be-
half of the State in the conservation and
use of power resources of great magni-
tude in the public interest. I ask that
the main discussion of the brief, together
with Mr. Reed’s conclusions, about 20
typewritten pages in all, and appendices
II and III be inserted in the body of the
RECORD.

There being no objection, the matters
referred to were ordered to be printed in
the REccrb, as follows:

MEMORANDUM RESPECTING THE APPROVAL, BY
CONCURRENT LEGISLATION OF THE SENATE AND
Housg oF REPRESENTATIVES, OF AN AGREE-
MENT BETWEEN THE UNITED STATES AND THE
DoMINION OF CANADA, DATED MARCH 19, 1941,
WITH PARTICULAR REFERENCE TO THE AIKEN
BiLL (8. 1385)

THE BILL S, 1385

The bill now under consideration provides
for the improvement of the Great Lakes-St.
Lawrence Basin, and for generating electrie
energy in the International Rapids section of
the St. Lawrence River in :accordance with
an agreement between the United States and
the Dominion of Canada, dated March 19,
1941,
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The first paragraph of such bill reads as
follows:

“Be it enacied, etc., That for the purpose
of promoting interstate and foreign com-
merce and the national defense, and provid-

ing an improved waterway through the Great,

Lakes, the St. Lawrence River, and connecting
waters reaching to the Atlantic Ocean, and
for the generating of electric energy as a
means of financing, aiding, and assisting such
undertaking, the agreement made by and
between the Governments of the United
States and Canada, published in House Docu-
ment No. 163, Seventy-seventh Congress, first
session, providing for the construction of
dams and power works in the International
Rapids section of the St. Lawrence River, and
the completion of the St. Lawrence deep
waterway, is hereby approved; and the Presi-
dent is authorized and empowered to fulfill
the undertakings made in said agreement on
behalf of the United States, and to delegate
any of the powers and duties vested in him
by this act to such officers, departments,
agents, or agencies of the United States as he
may designate or appoint.”

THE PROCEDURE

- A similar bill was introduced in the House
of Representatives in 1841, and hearings were
had before the Committee on Rlvers and Har-
bors, during the Seventy-seventh Congress,
first session.

A large amount of testimony was offered,
and a favorable report made.

During such hearings, the question was
raised as to the regularity of the agreement
of 1941 and its approval by the Senate and
House of Representatives, instead of by a
formal treaty between the two Governments.

At the hearing before the Committee on
Rivers rnd Harbors, such objection was over-
ruled. Testimony was given by many wit-
nesses in respect to the regularity of the
procedure, and the Department of State, rep-
resented by Hon. Adolf A. Berle, Jr,, Assistant
Secretary of State, attested to the regularity
of proceeding by congressional action in the
manner proposed. Later, in this memoran-
dum, the testimony of Mr. Berle will be re-
ferred to.

Ever since the adoption of the Constitu-
tion, executive agreements similar to the
agreement of 1941 have been made for the
purpose of effectuating understandings be-
tween the United States and other nations.
It is well understood that in all matters of
international concern, the President has un=-
doubted authority under the Constitution to
negofiate and that 1t is not always necessary
for the President to enter into a treaty upon
“the advice and consent of the Senate,” as
provided in article II, section 2 of the Fed-
eral -Constitution, which provides, in part,
that the President “shall have power, by and
with the advice and consent of the Benate,
to make treaties, provided two-thirds of the
Senators present concur.”

The purpose of the agreement of 1941 is to
provide for the construction of further and
additional works in the Great Lakes and St.
Lawrence River in order to improve naviga-
tion and commerce, each government to pro-
vide for the installation of generators for
hydroelectric power on its side of the bound-
ary line.

The United States and Canada have al-
ready expended more than 140,000,000 to im-
prove navigation and commerce on this great
waterway. The agreement sought to be rati-
fied is a construction undertaking allocating
costs and glving credit to each government
for the amounts already expended.

It is neccssary to provide means through
appropriation on both sides of the border
to carry into effect improvements and better-
ments necessary for the full use and enjoy-
ment of this, the greatest fresh-water system

8143

in the world. This appropriation on the
United States side must be made by Congress.,

Already navigation is possible from the At-
lantic through the St. Lawrence and the
Great Lakes to the head of Lake Superior.
The works have been bullt and maintained
by money appropriated by both governments,
and, for the most part, without any direct
treaty or agreement. The Welland Canal,
between Lake Erie and Lake Ontario, and
canals admitting ships having a draft of not
over 14 feet in the International Rapids sec-
tion of the St. Lawrence, have been built by
Canada, Great and important works permit
navigation through the Detroit River and at
Saulf Ste. Marie, and the waterway is usable
all the way to the Atlantic. But hottle-
necks exist which require additional works
and deeper canals,

By formal treaty between the two govern-
ments, both countries have the full right to
navigate all of the Great Lakes, including
Lake Michigan and the St. Lawrence River
to the Atlantic Ocean. The Treaty of Wash-
ington, 1871; declared the St. Lawrence River
to the Gulf to be free and open to the com-
merce of both countries. Both countries also
have the right to navigate the Welland and
other canals.

On January 11, 1908, there was signed at
‘Washington, what is known as the Boundary
‘Water Treaty, which treaty was ratified by
the advice and consent of the Senate on
March 3, 1909, Great Britain ratified this
treaty on March 31, 1910, and the ratifications
were exchanged in Washington on May 5, the
same year. The treaty was proclaimed May
13, 1910,

I am of the opinion that thé& executive
agreement of 1941 has the ungquestioned
sanction of the Boundary Waters Treaty of
1909, which, so long as such treaty is in ex-
istence, provides a well-recognized working
plan for the settlement of all controversies
between the two governments respecting
boundary waters, and clearly recognizes the
prineiple of special arrangements and agree-
ments between the two governments relating
to the use of such waters, and the ratification
thereof by the Congress of the United States
and by Parliament.

TREATY OF 1909

Before considering cases in which execu-
tive agreements have been effectuated by con-
current congressional legislation, let us con-
sider the treaty of 1909 which so clearly indi-
cates that the high contracting parties in-
tended that, so long as such treaty should
remain in effect, the two countries might,
by mutual understandings, arrange for the
further use and improvement of boundary
waters by special agreements,

The fact that this treaty was signed by
Elihu Root, Secretary of State, in behalf of
the President, gives great weight to the con-
clusion that the provisions of the treaty were
sufficiently definite and broad to achieve its
purpose. Secretary of State Root undoubted-
ly prepared a large portion of the treaty as
well as the proclamation.

The whole treaty appears as appendix I,
but I wish to eall particular attention to cer-
tain portions thereof:

“Whereas a treaty between the United
States of America and His Majesty the King
of the United Kingdom of Great Britain and
Ireland an€ of the British Dominions beyond
the seas, Emperor of India, to prevent dis-
putes regarding the use of boundary waters
and to settle all questions which are now
pending between the United States and the
Dominion of Canada invelving the rights,
obligations, or interests of either in relation
to the other or to the inhabitants of the other
along their common frontier, and to make
provision for the adjustment and settlement
of all such questions as may hereafter arise,
was concluded and signed by their respective
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plenipotentiaries at Washington on the 11th
ddy of January 1808, the original of which
treaty is word for word as follows:

“*'The United States of America and His
Majesty the King of the United Kingdom of
Great Britain and Ireland and of the British
Dominions beyond the seas, Emperor of India,
being equally desirous to prevent disputes
regarding the use of boundary waters and to
gettle all questions which are now pending
between the United States and the Dominion
of Canada Involving the rights, obligations,
or interests of either in relation to the other
or to the inhabitants of the other, along
their common frontier and to make provi-
sion for the adjustment and settlement of all
such questions as may hereaiter arise, have
resolved to conclude a treaty In furtherance
of these ends, and for that purpose have ap-
pointed as their respective plenipotentiaries:

“*‘The President of the United States of
America, Elihu Root, Secretary of State of the
United States; and

*‘His Britannic Majesty, the Right Honor-
able James Eryce, O. M., his Ambassador
Extraordinary and Plenipotentiary at Wash-
ington;

* “Who, after having communicated to one
another their full powers, found in good and
due form, have agreed upon the following
articles:

“ 'ARTICLE I

“*The high contracting parties agree that
the navigation of all navigable boundary
waters shall forever continue free and open
for the of commerce to the inhab-
itants and to the ships, vessels, and boats
of both comntries equally, subject, however,
to any laws and regulations of either country,
within its own territory, not inconsistent
with such privilege of free navigation and
applying equally and without discrimination
to the inhabitants, ships, vessels, and boats
of both countries.

* ‘It is further agreed that go long as this
treaty shall remain in force this same right
of navigation shall extend to the waters of
Lake Michigan and to all canals connecting
boundary waters, and now existing or which
may hereafter be constructed on either side
of the line. Either of the high contracting
pariies may adopt rules and regulations gov-
erning the use of such canals within its own
territory and may charge tolls for the use
thereof, but all such rules and regulations,
and all tolls charged shall apply alike to the
subjects or citizens of the high contracting
parties and the ships, vessels, and boats of
both of the high contracting parties, and
they shall be placed on terms of equality in
the use thereof.

** ‘ARTICLE III

“‘It Is agreed that, in addition to the uses,
obstructions, and diversions heretofore per-
mitted or hereafter provided for by speclal
agreement between the parties hereto, no
further or other uses or obstructions or diver-
slons, whether temporary or permanent, of
boundary waters on either side of the line,
affecting the natural level or fiow of boundary
watlers on the other side of the line, ghall
be made except by authority of the United
States or the Dominion of Canada within
their respective jurisdictions and with the
approval, as hereinafter provided, of a joint
commiesion, to be known as the International
Joint Commission.

“ ‘The foregoing provisions are not intend-
ed to limit or interfere with the existing
rights of the Government of the United
Btates on the one side and the Government
of the Dominion of Canada on the other, to
undertake and carry on governmental works
in boundary waters for the deepening of
channels, the construction of breakwaters,
the improvement of harbors, and other gov-
ernmental works for the benefit of commerce
and navigation, provided that such works
are wholly on its own slde of the line and do
not materially affect the level or flow of the
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boundary waters on the other, nor are such
provisions intended to interfere with the
ordinary use of such waters for domestic and
sanitary purposes.

** "ARTICLE XIII

“‘In all cases where special agreements be-
tween the high contracting parties hereto are
referred to in the foregoing articles such
agreements are understood and intended to
include not only direct agreements between
the high contracting parties, but also any
mutual arrangement between the United
States and the Dominion of Canada expressed
by the concurrent or reciprocal legislation on
the part of Congress and the Parliament of
the Dominion.'”

One cannot read this treaty as an en-
tirety, or the articles above quoted, alone,
without reaching the conclusion that it was
the intention of the two countries to arrive
at a permanent and complete understanding
in respect to the adjustment of all problems,
present or future, growing out of the use, di-
version, development, and navigation of
boundary waters without the enactment of
any further or other formal treaty.

In order to carry into effect the main pur-
pose of the treaty and guard against any dis-
pute in that regard, the treaty refers to

“gpecial agreements between the high con- -

tracting parties” and states that “such agree-
ments are understood and intended to in-
clude not only direct agreements between the
high contracting parties, but also any mu-
tual arrangement between the United States
and the Dominion of Canada expressed by
concéurrent or reciprocal legislation on the
part of Congress and the Parliament of the
Dominion.”

The agreement of March 19, 1941, between
Canada and the United States, which is now
proposed to be approved by reciprocal legis-
lation of Congress and Parliament, is a simple
understanding respecting the construction
of works to improve navigation and com-
merce, and permitting each country, on its
side of the boundary, to use the flow of the
Bt. Lawrence at the navigation dam to de-
velop hydroelectric power.

To hold that it is now necessary to enter
into a new formal treaty with Canada to pro-
vide for the contemplated works is tanta-
mount to weakening present treaty ties with
Canada and delaying the consummation of
the acts now mutually and in good faith
agreed upon.

The instrument of 1941 was negotiated by
the United States and Canada as an Bgree-
ment, pursuant to the treaty of 1909, and is
presented for approval as such.

The treaty of 1909 clearly set at rest all
questions at issue between the two countries
in relation to the use of boundary waters.
It prescribes the procedure whereby the
United Stdtes and Canada, or any Province
or State, may make use of boundary waters.
I, however, such improvements, uses, or di-
versions of boundary waters affect the water
level cr otherwilse infringe upon vested
rights, an application must be made to the
International Joint Commission created un-
der the treaty of 1909, for permission to use
water and construct works. The two gov-
ernments may, however, agree. If the gov-
ernments cannot agree then any and all con-
troversies are to be submitted to and settled
and adjusted by the International Joint Com-
mission as provided in the treaty, and their
decision is binding upon both governments,

The agreement of 1941 provides for the
improvement of navigation and commerce
and for the construction of facilities in these
boundary waters, each country to build its
own works as stipulated in the agreement.
No new policy or principle is involved, which
would in any event require a formal treaty,
for Congress clearly has the power to regulate
commerce and navigation and to appropri-
ate funds for improvements and works on
navigable streams.

DECEMBER 4

RATIFICATION BY CONGRESS OF THE AGREEMENT
OF MARCH 19, 1941, BY CONCURRENT LEGISLA-
TION 15 THE SIMPLEST AND BEST PROCEDURE
AND CONSTITUTIONALLY LEGAL

As has already been noted, the greater part
of the agreement is devoted to the construc-
tion of works for the use and benefit of each
nation. It has todo mainly with the internal
affairs of each nation. When ratified by
Congress, the agreement will become law.
Congress for the United States and Parlia-
ment for Canada might, quite properly, pro-
vide by legislative enactment for the con-
struction of the same works specified in the
agreement and each build the works on its
side of the boundary line. But a mutual un-
derstanding is necessary in respect to the
location of the works, their common design,
the height of the navigation dam, and other
common matters, including the equitable al-
location of costs, having in mind the sums
already spent by the two countries in the
process of developing the waterway from
the Atlantic to Lake Superior.

Chairman MansrFieLd, of the Rivers and
Harbors Committee of the House, in com-
menting upon the agreement, quite properly
ggid:

“Congress has power with or without an
advance agreement. We frequently cross the
boundary. Why not with the St. Lawrence?”
In his statement he mentioned the Living-
ston Channel around Bals Blanc Island in
Canadian waters, which was improved by an
act of Congress. The bill then being con-
sidered by the Rivers and Harbors Commit-
tee of the House, {dentical in terms with the
Aiken bill, was favorably reported by the
committee,

At these hearings every phase of the ques-
tion was examined. Assistant Becretary of
State Adolf A. Berle, Jr., appeared for the
State Department and testified at length up-
holding the procedure. He presented a let-
ter from Becretary of State Cordell Hull and
a brief prepared by Mr. Green H. Hackworth,
the legal adviser of the State Department,
both declaring that the agreement is in due
form and legally negotiated and recommend-
ing that it be approved by both Houses of
Congress.

We thus have under consideration an ex-
ecutive agreement negotiated by the Execu-
tive of the United States, with another sov-
ereign government in the form and sub-
stance deemed most fitting and appropriate
to effectuate the understandings reached
after solemn consideration, The compact is
designated on its face as an agreement and
is submitted as hundreds of executive agree-
ments have, in past years, been submitted
for consideration of both Houses of Congress.
There is nothing strange or novel in this
procedure, derived from precedents estab-
lished as far back as the administration cf
George Washington.

Returning again to the hearings before
the Rivers and Harbors Committee, we find
that Mr. Berle also submitted a letter from
Hon. Robert H. Jackson, Attbrney General
of the United States. These cocmmunica-
tions all agree that “the arrangement may
be effectuated by an agreement signed under
the authority of the executives of the two
counries, and approved by legislative enact-
ments by the Congress and the Canadian
Parliament."

Mr. Berle in his testimony stated that in
his opinion the agreement “differs from many
treaties in that the effect of it is quite as
great in terms of domestic matters as in
terms of foreign affairs. It differs, for in-
stance, from the kind of treaty one might
make, as for instance, a treaty of alliance or
a treaty regarding arms limitations, or things
of that kind, * * * [ should like to add
that that form of submission of agreement
is in no way unusual in our history.” Mr,
Berle stated that, in his opinion, even in the
absence of the treaty of 1909, it has beccme

the policy between the United States and
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Canada to negotiate for mutual domestic
benefits without resorting to formal treaties.
Mr. Berle's reasoning was stated in part as
follows:

“The reasoning was that the additional
works, improvements, or structural changes,
which might be needed along that waterway,
really came under the head of ordinary river,
harbor, and similar improvements and that,
therefore, they might be dealt with in the
ordinary course of legislation rather than as
a matter of international treaty, since the
policy has been established.”

Representative Culkin interrogated Mr.
Berle, as follows:

“Mr. CuLkiN (referring to sec. 13 of the
treaty of 1909 and the policy of Canada and
the United States). And that was the reason
that section 13 was wrltten into the treaty, I
assume.

“Mr. BERLE. I believe so.

“Mr, CuLkIN, And there was not anything
sinister ahout it?

“Mr. BerrE. I cannot see what it would be.

“Mr. CurLkiN. The treaty was adopted in the
Senate and now confers jurisdiction on this
whole question by joint resolution; is that
true?

“Mr. BErLE. By a majority action of the two
legislatures.

“Mr. CurLkIN. Of both Houses?

“Mr. BERLE, Yes,

“Mr. CuLkin. That was the action of the
Congress of the United States?

“Mr. BenrLe. That was the action of the
Congress of the United States.

“Mr. CuLkIN, So if there is anything im-
pure or sinister about it, it comes within the
category of congressional action?

“Mr. BERLE. Yes. Well, this is one of the
historical ways by which we have tradi-
tionally arranged matters with Canada.
Even President Taft, when he proposed his
reciprocity agreement, which failed ef pas-
sage, proposed it in the form of an agree-
ment.

“We did not relate vhis agreement directly
to article XIII, but we considered that this
was an expression of policy employed in a
formal treaty between the two countries on
which we could appropriately rely in sug=-
gesting or choosing this method as agalnst
the treaty method.

“Mr. CurkiN, And that treaty was sol-
emnly ratified by the United States Senate?
“Mr. BErLE, It was signed by Elihu Root.

“Mr. CurkIN, And that would, of course,
remove any sinister influence or sinister sug-
gestion in connection with the propriety of
the present procedure; would it not?

“Mr. Berre, I think it is generally recog-
nized that Elihu Root, who was then Secre-
tary of State, was one of the great constitu-
tional lawyers of his time, * * * and I
cannot imagine that he would have laid down
a policy like that in article XTII if he had
thought there was anything sinister in it.

“Mr, CurLkin. I wanted to calm the fears of
my distinguished friend from California [Mr,
CARTER, ranking minority member of the com-~
mittee].

“Mr, CARTER, I have not had any fears, and
s0 expressed myself to Mr. Berle.”

It is clear that our President, our State
Department, and the Department of Justice
all agree with Mr. Root that valid compacts
can be made by the United States and Can-
ada relating to their boundary waters,
through the medium of executive agree-
ments ratified by the majority in both Houses
of Congress and by Parliament.

Various reasons have been advanced why
the framers of the Constitution placed there-
in the proviso that the President “shall have
power, by and with the advice and consent
of the Senate, to make treaties, provided two-
thirds of the Senators present concur.” It
is probable that this provision was not orig-
inally intended to hamper the Chief Executive
in making treaties, but rather to guide and
restrain him whenever important and bind-
ing international compacts were made which

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

might affect the life, liberty, and property of
citizens, or deprive the Union of territory or
seek to bind the United States and its people
by some permanent change of policy. More-
over, it was thought that when the President
needed advice respecting foreign relations
more secrecy would attend a conference with
a few Senators than with the larger mem-
bership of both Houses. This was before the
creation of a foreign relations committee and
the present custom of unlimited debate in
the Senate upon foreign compacts submitted
to it. The plan adopted thus envisaged a
few Senators and the President sitting about
a council table and without public clamor or
debate, discussing the form of prcposed in-
ternational compacts. Washington, in 1789,
found the theory unworkable, when he for
the first time went in person to the Senate
and instead of getting advice, had his ques-
tions referred to a committee, and left in
a rage. (See Corwin, the Constitution and
World Organizations, p. 33.)

Hundreds of executive agreements have
been expressed by acts of Congress and thus
enacted into the law of the land. When
the United States rejected the Covenant of
the League of Nations in 1919 and 1820, peace
was declared with enemy nations, by an act
of Congress. Texas was annexed by an act
of Congress after the Senate had failed to
ratify a treaty to accomplish the same pur-
pose. Without the consent of either Con-
gress or of the Senate, an exchange of notes
in 1817, between the British Minister Bagot
and Acting Secretary of State Rush, resulted
in a limitation of naval forces on the Great
Lakes before the arrangement was submitted
to the Senate. Afterward the Senate ap-
proved the provisions of such agreement.
Theodore Roosevelt concluded a treaty with
Santo Domingo, which was then bankrupt,
which resulted in placing cutomhouses of
that nation under American control, and
prevented their seizure by European credit-
ors. The Senate failed to ratify such ar-
rangement, but, nevertheless, the President
put it into effect by an Executive order.
Afterward under apparent compulsion, the
Senate ratified the agreement, but after it
had become effective,

President McKinley arranged to furnish
5,000 men and a large naval force to under-
take the rescue, release, and protection of
legations in China, at the time of the Boxer
Rebellion, Congress was not consulted.
Later, President McEKinley negotiated in be-
half of the United States and accepted the
Boxer Indemnity Protocol. This protocol
also contained provisions respecting other in-
tervening powers.

The construction of the Alaskan Highway,
the acquisition of naval bases and the deliv-
ery of destroyers to Great Britain through
the Hull-Lothian agreement, and the well-
known trade agreements with many nations
are other instances of executive agreements
made without ratification by two-thirds vote
in the Senate. One might also mention the
Lend-Lease Act of March 11, 1941, which is
the basis of the mutual ald agreements
undertaken by our Governmenf and which
has resulted in most extensive and necessary
relief and aid to our allies.

Certainly when such special agreements
are ratified by both Houses of Congress they
become the law of the land. The agreement
of March 19, 1941, clearly falls within the well=
recognized- class of compacts which can be
constitutionally effectuated by concurrent
legislation adopted by both Houses of Con-
gress.

In B, Aliman & Co. v. U. S. (224 U. 8. 583),
Mr. Justice Day, referring to the Commercial
Reciprocal Agreement with France, which was
negotiated under the authority of the Tariff
Act of 1897, said in relation thereto:

“Generally, a treaty is defined as a compact
made between two or more independent na-=
tlons. with the view to the public welfare

* * while it may be true that this com=-
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mercial agreement, made under the author-
ity of the Tariff Act of 1897 (par. 3), was not
a treaty possessing the dignity of one requir-
ing ratification by the Senate of the United
States, it was an international compact nego-
tiated between the representatives of two
soverelgn nations, and made in the name
and on behalf of the contracting countries,
and dealing with important commercial re-
lations between the two countries, and was
proclaimed by the President. If not tech-
nically a treaty, requiring ratification, never-
theless, it was a compact authorized by the
Congress of the United States, negotiated and
proclaimed under the authority of its Presi-
dent.”

The language of Judge Day clearly recog-
nizes that agreements such as the 1941 agree-
ment between the United States and Canada,
having to do almost purely with domestic
matters, and the construction of works
necessary for navigation and commerce, can
be effectuated in the manner proposed.

Again, in the case of the United Stales V.
Curtis-Wright Ezport Co. (299 U. 8. 304), Mr.
Justice Sutherland, in his opinion, comments
upon the fact that “the investment of the
Federal Government with the power of ex-
ternal sovereignty, did not depend upon the
affirmative grants of the Constitution.” He
said:

“The powers to declare snd wage war, to
conclude peace, to make treaties, to main-
tain diplomatic relations with other sover-
eignties, if they had never been mentioned
in the Constitution, would have vested in
the Federal Government as necessary con-
comitants of nationality, Neither the Con-
stitution nor the laws passed in pursuance
of it have any force in foreign territory un-
less in respect of our own citizens and opera-
tions of the Nation in such territory must be
governed by treatles, international under-
standings and compacts, and the principles
of international law. As a member of the
family of nations, the right and power of the
United States in that field are equal to the
right and power of the other members of the
international family. Otherwise, the United
Btates is not completely sovereign. (Citing
cases,) * * * The power to make such
international agreements as do not consti-
tute treaties in the constitutional sense, none
of which is expressly affirmed by the Con-
stitution, nevertheless exists as inherently
inseparable from the conception of natlon-
ality. This the court recognized, and in each
of the cases cited found the warrant for its
conclusions not in the provisions of the Con-
stitution, but in the law of nations. Citing
B. Altman & Co. v. United States (224 U. 8.
583); Crandall, Treaties, Their Making and
Enforcement (2d ed., p. 102); Burnett v.
Brooks (288 U. 8. 378); Carter v. Carter Coal
Co. (298 U. 8. 295).

Beyond question the President has full and
complete power under the Constitution to
negotiate treaties, compacts and agreements
with foreign powers and sovereignties. This
power is derived not only under article II,
section 1 of the Constitution, but also by rea-
son of the fact that he is the Chief Executive
of this sovereign Nation. Such power is not
limited by any provision of the Constitution,
Having been negotiated, such international
compacts become the law of the land after
ratification in whatever manner the Constitu-
tion, the law of nations, or established cus-
tom recognizes as legal.

Since the President has such powers it
has been usual for the President and the
State Department to determine in what man=
ner ratification shall be sought and whether
or not such compacts have the dignity of
treaties and should on that account be sub-
mitted to the Senate for its advice and
consent pursuant to article II, section 2 of
the Constitution. This has been the practice
since George Washington was President and
has been followed in almost countless cases,
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While there are no exact and complete lists
showing all treaties, compacts, and executive
agreements which have been negotiated and
authorized, careful study indicates that dur-
ing the first 50 years of Government under
the Constitution the President entered into
some 27 international compacts which were
not submitted to the Senate for its con=-
sent and that more than 50 became laws
as treaties with the consent and approval
of the Senate. During the second half cen-
tury more than 225 executive agreements
and some 200 treaties were entered into with
foreign nations and during the last 50 years
at least 900 executive agreements and 500
treaties were enacted.

It must be admitted that it is difficult in
many cases to cetermine from the context
of the instruments themselves whether it
would be more appropriate to submit them
for ratification of the Senate or to proceed
along the line of joint legislation of Con-
gress or to put them into effect by the order
of the Chief Executive. It is plain that in
such outstanding cases as the annexation of
Texas the President and the State Depart-
ment, without being in any wise embarrassed,
frankly stated that the exigency demanded
that the ratification of the annexation agree-
ment made by the President should be by
Joint resolution of Congress.

This has been true also of most of the
postal agreements and compacts in respect
to reciprocal trade relations. Executive
agreements have also played a leading part
in effectuating essential economic policies
evidenced by understandings between the
United States and the governments of many
foreign powers.

Never, so far as I have Leen able to dis-
cover, has a contest arisen on so narrow an
interpretation of the Constitution as is now
indicated by those who oppose the legisla-
tion now before Congress which seeks to
ratify and effectuate the agreement of 1941
between the United States and Canada.

As we have shown, there is nothing in the
agreement which is not contemplated by the
Boundary Waters Treaty of 1909. Those rep-
resenting the two countries reached the con-
clusion that an agreement, and not a formal
treaty, is all that is necessary to carry into
effec” their common purpose.

The agreement is not labeled a treaty, and
it would be highly inconsistent and contrary
to established precedent to rename the com-
pact after it has been negotiated. This
would only serve to prevent the House of
Representatives from passing upon the terms
of the agreement which has already been
presented to it by a pending bill.

Not infrequently Congress has authorized
the President to mrake international agree-
ments and compacts on specific subjects.
By eo doing, Congress itself has recognized
the unquestioned right of this sovereign Na-
tion to negotiate with other nations and
make compacts without the advice and con-
sent of two-thirds of the Senate. As a mat-
ter of fact, Congress has no constitutional
power to negotiate treaties. Nevertheless,
such legislation is exceedingly useful, be-
cause it advises the President in advance in
respect to the matter in hand. But in reality
such legislation simply prejudges a proposed
compact as to its necessity and propriety and
legislates in respect thereto in advance,

The procedure, however, is In reverse of
that indicated in respect to the Alken bill,
Commenting on the prize essay of Quincy
Wright on the subject, The Control of the
Foreign Relations of the United States (April
1921), John Bassett Moore said:

“In regard to what the author of the essay,
following the phraseology so often employed,
discusses under the head of congressional
delegation of power to make international
agreements I have long, indeed I may say
always, been inclined to think that no dele-
_gation of power whatever is involved in the
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matter. As Congress possesses no power
whatever to make infernational agreements,
it bhas no such power to delegate. All that
Congress has done in the cases referred to
is to exercise beforehand that part of the
function belonging to it in the carrying out
of a particular class of international agree-
ments. Instead of waiting to legislate until
an agreement has been concluded and then
acting on the agreement specifically, Con-
gress has merely adopted in advance gen=-
eral legislation under which agreements,
falling within its terms, become effective im-
mediately on their conclusion or their proc-
lamation.” (See Wallace McClure, Interna-
tional Executive Agreements, p. 331.)

It, therefore, follows that Congress itself
has frequently set in motion the machinery
which has ground the grist of many Execu-
tive agreements with other nations.

Respectfully submitted.

GEORGE STEPHENS REED,
New York State Bar; Trustee of the
Power Authority of the Staie of
New York.
DATED NOVEMEBER 11, 1944,

ApPENDIX IT
DIVERSIONS AT NIAGARA

Article IX of the agreement of 1941 con-
tains certain provisions in respect to the
diversion of water above the Falls from the
Niagara River, which have been questioned
as being in conflict with the treaty of 1909,
which would seem to limit all diversions of
water from the Nlagara River above the
Falls, except as permitted in such treaty.

Article V of the treaty of 1909 provides
that the United States “may authorize and
permit the diversion within the State of
New York of the waters of sald river above
the Falls of Niagara for power purposes, not
exceeding in the aggregate a daily diversion
at the rate of 20,000 cubic feet of water per
second.

The United Kingdom by the Dominion of
Canada, or the Province of Ontario, may au-
thorize and permit the diversion within the
Province of Ontario of the waters of said
river above the Falls of Niagara for power
purposes, not exceeding in the aggregate, a
dally diversion at the rate of 36,000 cubic
feet of water per second.”

Article IX of the agreement of 1941 recog-
nizes the obligation to preserve and enhance
the scenic beauty of Niagara Falls and River
“as envisaged in the final report of the Spe-
clal International Niagara Board,” which
well-known report contains a study and rec-
ommendations as to the use and diversions
of Niagara waters.

Subdivision (a), (b), and (c) of article
IX of the agreement provides that the two
governments: “May make arrangements by
exchange of notes for the construction of
such works in the Niagara River as they may
agree upon, including provision for tempo-
rary diversions of the waters of the Niagara
River for the purpose of facilitating con-
struction of the works.”

Subsectich (c) provides that “upon com-
pletion of the works authorized in this
article, the Commission shall proceed imme-
diately to test such works under a wide
range of conditions and to report and certify
to the governments, the effect of such works,
and to make recommendations respecting the
diversions of water from Lake Erie and the
Niagara River,” including a report as to the
efficient utilization and equitable apportion-
ment of such waters as may be avallable for
power purposes. “On the basis of the Com-
mission's reports and recommendations,”
the governments thereafter may “by exchange
of notes and concurrent resolution, deter-
mine the methods by which the purposes
may be attained.”

The provisions of subsection (a) and (c)
of article IX above referred to are clearly
unobjectionable and eannot be attacked on
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any valid ground, and do not, in any way,
confilct with the treaty of 1909, for the di-
versions are of a temporary nature and for
the purpose of testing the works. However,
subsection (b) of article IX, if read sepa-
rately might seem to authorize the diversion
of 5,000 cubic-foot seconds on each side of
the border in excess of the amount specified
in Article V of the Boundary Waters Treaty
of 1909.

Subsection (b) does not specifically state
that such diversions are of a temporary
nature as contemplated in subsections (a)
and (c). As, however, the words “tempo-
rary diversions” are used in subsection (a), it
is fair to assume that it was the intention of
the two governments that the diversions
mentioned and permitted in subparagraph
(b) are the temporary diversions indicated in
section (a) and are for the purposes stated
therein, Subsection (b) must be read with
and as a part of subsection (a) and it would
have been better to combine (a) and (b)
in a single subsection. However, the mean-
ing and intention seem clear.

On the other hand, we have seen that the
treaty of 1909 recognizes and provides for the
further development, use, and diversion of
boundary waters Ly special agreements be=
tween the two nations and that the agree-

‘ment relates to improvement of navigation

and commerce. It seems clear, therefore,
that the two nations can, by special agree-
ment, ratified by Congress as to the United
States and by Parliament in behalf of Canada,
provide for such additional and necessary
uses and works as may be deemed advisable
in order to improve navigation and for the
benefit of commerce, and to include therein
the production of power. I, therefore, con-
clude that the plan and proposals contained
in article IX of the agreement can be con=-
stitutionally carrled into effect by and
through the agreement of 1941, when ratified
by concurrent resolutions of Congress and by
Parliament. As expressed in article IX the
two countries intend to restudy Niagara and
to make future adjustments and agreements
concerning the allocation and diversion of
water, from the Niagara River, having also in
mind the preservation of the scenic beauty
of the Falls.

In construing any congressional act, treaty,
or international agreement, it is always wise
and proper to study the purposes thereof and
the reports of committees appointed to make
recommendations and suggest provisions to
be placed therein. On the question of per=
mitted diversions of water from the Niagara
River above the Falls, it is well to consider
the known facts in respect to the present use
of water from the Niagara River above and
at the Falls, and the probable reason for
placing in article IX of the agreement, a pro=
vision which would permit an additional
temporary or permanent diversion on each
side of the boundary of at least 5,000 cubic
foot-seconds In addition to the diversions
permitted in the treaty of 1809.

Canada has brought into the watershed
by the Ogokl and Long Lac Rivers diversions
into Lake Superior 5,000 cubic foot-seconds
which, pursuant to understandings between
the two governments, would entitle Canada
to use of such additional water by diversion
at Niagara Falls, for hydroelectric develop=-
ment.

On the American side, we have seen that a
diversion of only 20,000 cubic foot-seconds
1s allowed as against 36,000 on the Canadian
gide.

Diversions from Lake Michigan at Chicago
have been limited by a decision of the United
Btates Supreme Court to 1,600 cubic foot=
seconds in addition to approximately 1,900
cubic foot-seconds originally allowed for
municipal water supply. Prior to the treaty
of 1909, Chicago was claiming the right to
divert at least 10,000 cubic foot-seconds for
the purpose of sewage disposal which water
would cutlet through the Illinois River into
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the Mississippl. Chicago even claimed that
a large increase of population might even
require 20,000 cubic foot-seconds for all
purposes. Much of this water when so used
and diverted would develop large quantities
of hydroelectric power, but through ineffi-
cient plants with a low head, not comparable
with Niagara or the St. Lawrence develcp-
ments. The propcsed Chicago diversion re-
sulted in litigation. Objection was made to
the dumping of sewage and additional water
into the Illinois River and thence into the
Mississippi where floods were already a men-
ace. The Great Lakes States and New York
also objected on the ground that the lake
levels would be lowered and water unlaw-
fully taken from the watershed. The Bu-
preme Court, therefore, wisely determined
the rights of Chicago, and limited such diver-
sion as we have already seen. That the
limitation was just and equitable was later
demonstrated when the works were com-
pleted.

A letter written by Gen. E. M. Mark-
ham, Chief of Army Engineers, bearing date
January 381, 1934, to Hon. Key Pittman, is
most interesting. This letter appears as ap-
pendix 4. At this time it is probable that
about 1,900 cubic foot-seconds are being di-
verted at Chicago for drinking and domestic
uses in addition to the 1,600 cubic foot-sec-
onds permitted by the decision of the United
States Supreme Court for sewage purposes,
making an aggregate of 3,400 cubic foot-
seconds,

On March 19, 1906, the report of the Amer-
ican members of the International Water-
ways Commission was filed, which made
recommendations as to the necessity of a
treaty to control diversions at Niagara, and
for other purposes. The Commission made
recommendations that diversions from Niag-
ara River above the Falls should be consist-
ent with the then use of such waters, and
mentioned the fact that 10,000 cubic foot-
seconds was contemplated from Lake Michi-
gan for uses at Chicago. One cannot read
this report and the subsequent treaty of
1910, and the final report of the Special
International Board, without being impressed
with the fact that at least 6,700 cubic foot-
seconds should be allocated to the New York
State side of the international boundary
and be diverted from the Niagara River above
the Falls without further delay.

Such facts, including the Ogoki and Long
Lac Rivers diversion by Canada—all well
known to those negotiating the agreement
of 1941—undoubtedly influenced the decision
to include in such agreement the provisions
contained in article IX.

It i the intention of the two Govern-
ments, as clearly stated in the agreement of
1641, to make further investigations and
studles before finally determining and
ggreeing upon the amount of water which
can be properly diverted for power purposes
from the Niagara River above the Falls and
the allocation and use of the same on each
side of the boundary. That this is also the
view of Canada is disclosed in paragraph
(¢) of article VII as contained in an agree-
ment entered into between the Government
of Canada and the Province of Ontario, which
is also dated March 19, 1941, and which is
an accord between Canada and Ontario in
respect to the use of diverted water for the
production of hydroelectric power by Onta-
rio resulting from the 1941 agreement.
Paragraph (c) reads as follows:

“Upon completion of the remedial works
authorized under article IX of the Canada-
United States agreement, Canada, without
delay, will authorize such diversions of water
above the Falls, for power purposes, in addi-
tion to the amounts specified in article 5 of
the Boundary Waters Treaty of 1609, as
Canada is from time to time enabled to
authorize under article IX of the Canada-
United States agreement and Canada will

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

promptly take steps that may be necessary
under the Canada-United States Agreement
to enable Canada to authorize at all times
the maximum permissible diversion of water
for power.”

The arrangement between the United
States and Canada clearly indlcates that Can-
ada, having diverted the waters of the Ogokl
and Long Lac Rivers into Lake Superior, is
entitled to divert an equal amount of water
and to use the same on the Canadian side of
the border, and such arrangement does not
seem to be in conflict with the spirit or in-
tention of the treaty of 1909, or the recog-
nized right of either country to make use of
water which it actually supplies throuzh and
by means of its own works and improvements
8o long as such works do not change water
levels adverzely to the other country.

The arrangement in connection with the
Ogokl diversion is one of the factors which
entered into the proposal contained in article
IX of the agreement of 1941, to make a new
study of the whole situation at Niagara and
for the temporary diversions indicated in
such article. A reasonably clear statement
of such intention is expressed in a letter
from Hon. W. L. Mackenzie King to Mr. Pierr-
pont Moffat, Minister to Canada, dated March
5, 1941, The following is a quotation from
such letter:

“We are also duly appreciative of the agree-
ment recently reached between our respec-
tive Government, whereby the Province of
Ontario has obtained the right to the imme-
diate use of additional power at Niagara, and
the diversion of the waters of the Ogoki and
Long Lac Rivers into Lake Superior, in con-
sideration of which, authority was given for
the immediate investigation by United States
engineers of the project in the international
section of the 8t. Lawrence River in Ontario,
in order to enable work of future develop-
ment to proceed with the least possible de-
lay, once an agreement between the two Gov-
ernments respecting the St. Lawrence devel-
opment was concluded.”

The conclusions which I reach are:

1. That under article IX of the agreement
of 1941 there is to be no permanent diver-
slon of any water from the Niagara River
in excess of the amount specified in the
treaty of 1909, without a further study and
future understandings and agreements be-
tween the two countries.

2. That, having in mind all the provisions
contained in the treaty of 1809, and the
purpose of such treaty, and the powers of
each government to regulate commerce and
navigation and to appropriate funds there-
for, an agreement between the United States
and Canada for immediate and permanent
diversions of additional water from Niagara
River above the falls, is permissible and ap-
propriate procedure, and that when such
agreement, or any other similar agreement,
is ratified by concurrent legislation of Con-
gress and Parliament, it becomes the law
of the land,

3. The Constitution does not forbid the
modification or amendment of the treaty
of 1909 by concurrent legislation of Congress
and Parliament,

ArPENDIX IIT

The following are a few of the many
executive agreements and concurrent acts
of Congress relating to international com=-
pacts:

1792 (February 20): Act of Congress au-
thorizing subsequent executive agreements
with Canada in respect to postal service.

1799 (Washington administration): Set-
tlement of the Wilmington Packet contro-
versy with the Netherlands by an exchange
of notes.

1845: Texas annexed by joint resolution
of Congress, accepted by the Government
and people of Texas. A treaty of annexa-
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tion had previously been defeated in the
Senate. In instructions relating to the reso-
lutions Secretary Calhoun said, “It is now
admitted that what was sought to be effected
by the treaty submitted to the Senate, may
be secured by a joint resolution of the two
Houses of .Congress incorporating all its pro-
visions. This mode of effecting it will have
the advantage of requiring only a majority
of the two Houses." (Held valid. Tezxas v.
White (74 U. S. 700).)

1850: BSecretary of BState Daniel Webster
acquired Horse Shoe Reef in Buffalo Harbor
and Congress appropriated the purchase
price. (See Malloy, Treaties and Conven-
tions, vol. 1, p. 668.)

1890: McKinley Tariff Act, followed by
executive agreements.

1892: Executive agreement with Germany
protecting authors, artists, musicians, and
photographers by reciprocal stipulations re-
lating to copyrights.

1898: Hawall annexed by joint resolution
of Congress after two treaties had been sub-
mitted and ignored. These resolutions were
approved by President McKinley, July 7,
1898.

1800: Samoan Islands annexed by release
of Great Britaln and Germany and consent
of native chiefs. (President Theodore
Roosevelt made the agreement.)

1903: Two executive agreements with
Cuba (Congress making appropriations)
relative to coaling stations for the Navy,
customs, and navigation duties.

1905: President Theodore Roosevelt re-
fused to sanction a change made by the
Senate In the terms of a special agreement
made pursuant to a treaty with Great
Britain respecting arbitration of interna-
tional disputes. The only change made was
the insertion of the word “treaty” Instead
of “agreement.”

1005: President Theodore Roosevelt en-
tered into an executive agreement with the
Dominican Republic (in lieu of a treaty)
providing for a receiver of revenues from
customhouses.

1911 (January 21): President Taft sought
avoldance of BSenate two-thirds rule by
making use of an executive agreement with
Canada for tariff reciprocity. This was ac-
complished by an exchange of notes which
frankly stated “that the desired tariff
changes shall not take the formal shape of a
treaty, but that the Governments of the two
countries will use their utmost efforts to
bring about such changes by concurrent
legislation at Washington and Ottawa.”

1921 (July 2) : Joint resclution of Congress,
declaring war with Germany at an end.

1923 (October 18): Executive agreement
with Brazil under Tariff Act of 1922, executed
by Secretary Hughes with approval of Presi-
dent, relating to principles of commercial
equality.

1934: Act of Congress authorizing the
President to enter into foreign-trade agree-
ments with foreign governments.

1940 (August 18): The Roosevelt-Macken-
zie King agreement between United States
and Canada providing for a permanent joint
board of defense for north half of the West-
ern Hemisphere. :

1940 (September 2): The Hull-Lothian
agreement between the United States and
Great Britain relating to the defense of the
Western Hemisphere, and granting to the
United States naval and air bases on New-
foundland and elsewhere and transferring in
exchange 50 destroyers. (See opinion of At-
torney General Jackson dated August 17,
1940, to the effect that this agreement is
constitutionally valid.)

1941 (March 11) : Lend-Lease Act, the basis
of the present mutual-aid agreements.

1708 to date: Biparte agreements author=
ized by acts of Congress relating to interna-
tional mail service. (Particular reference is
made to the act of 1872.)
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PROTECTION OF WIDOWS AND CHILDREN
OF DECEASED WORLD WAR NO. 1 VET-
ERANS

Mr. GEORGE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous eonsent for the present con-
sideration of Calendar No. 1315, House
bill 1744.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The bill will be stated by title for
the information of the Senate.

The Cuier CLERE. A bill (H. R. 1744)
to provide Government protection to
widows and children of deceased World
War veterans, reported with an amend-
ment.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the bill?

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, am I cor-
rect in my understanding that the bill
was favorably reported by unanimous
vote of the committee? I believe that to
be true,

Mr. GEORGE. The Senator from
Maine is correct.

Mr, President, I wish to make a state-
ment in explanation of my reason for
bringing up the bill at this late hour.
House bill 1744, as it came to the Senate,
sought to give the benefits, substantially,
that are contained in the amendment of
the Finance Commitfee of the Senate,
but the Senate Finance Committee, act-
ing on the advice of the Veterans' Ad-
ministration, for the purpose of bringing
about simplicity and uniformity in the
law, amended the House hill by striking
out all after the enacting clause and pro-
posing a substitute amendment.

The Senate Finance Committee did one
thing which was not recommended or
suggested by the Veterans’ Administra-
tion. The Veterans’ Administration in
a proposed substitute bill had asked for
the repeal of section 4 of Public Law No.
312 of the Seventy-eighth Congress. The
Senate Finance Committee disagreed
with that proposal, because we did not
think it appropriate or proper to take
away from the widows and children of
veterans of World War No. 2 any bene-
fits so recently granted them, and that
that question, if it should be reconsidered,
should be reconsidered on its merits in
a separate bill. So the committee sub-
stitute deals entirely with the widows and
children of veterans of World War No. 1,
and all of Public Law No. 312 is pre-
served, and it was necessary, in the sub-
stitute, to repeat one or two provisions
of Public Law 484 of the Seventy-third
Congress.

The House bill gave to the widow of
a veteran of World War No. 1 without
children $30. The substitute increased
that amount to $35. The House bill gave
to the widow with one child—with $4
for each additional child—$38. The
Senate committee increased fhat to $45.
And the subsequent inereases are in line.
So that the Senate bill is slightly more
liberal to the widows and children of
veterans of World War No. 1.

It is estimated that the cost for the
first year of the substitute offered by the
Senate Finance Committee will be
slightly over $37,000,000. As passed by
the House, the bill would cost $32,000,-
000 for the first year. The action taken
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by the Senate committee was unani-
mous. This is a service pension for the
widows and children of veterans of
World War No. 1, without any change
or modification of the privileges and
benefits granted during this and the pre-
ceding session of this Congress to widows
and children of veterans of World
War No. 2.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the bill?

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill (H. R.
1744) to provide Government protection
to widows and children of deceased
World War veterans, which had been
reported with an amendment to strike
out all after the enacting clause and to
insert:

That section 1 of Public Law No. 484, Sev-
enty-third Congress, June 28, 1934, as
amended, is hereby amended by repealing
subsections (a) and (b) thereof and sub-
stituting the following:

“Sec. 1. (a) The surviving widow, child, or
children of any deceased person who served
in World War No. 1 before November 12, 1918,
or if the person was serving with the United
States military forces in Russia before April
2, 1920, and who was discharged or released
from active service under conditions other
than dishonorable after having served 90
days or more or for disability incurred in the
sgervice in line of duty, or who at time of
death was receiving or entitled to receive
compensation, pension, or retirement pay for
service-connected disability, shall, upon filing
application and such proofs in the Veterans®
Administration as the Administrator of Vet-
erans’ Affairs may prescribe, be entitled to
receive pension as provided by this act.”

Bec. 2. That section 2 of Public Law No.
484, Seventy-third , 85 amended, is
hereby amended to read as follows:

“gec. 2. (a) That the monthly rates of
pension shall be as follows: Widow but no
child, §35; widow and one child, $45 (with
$5 for each additional child); no widow but
one child, $18; no widow but two children,
827 (equally divided); no widow but three
children, $36 (equally divided), with 84 for
each additional child (the total amount to be
equally divided).

“(b) The total pension payable under this
section shall not exceed $74. Where such
benefita would otherwise exceed 874, the
amount of $74 may be apportioned as the
Administrator of Veterans' Afiairs may pre-
scribe.”

Sec. 3. That section 3 of Public Law No.
514, Seventy-fifth Congress, May 13, 1938, is
hereby amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 3. On and after the date of enact-
ment of this act for the purpose of payment
of compensation or pension under the laws
administered by the Veterans' Administra-
tion, the term ‘widow of a World War No. 1
veteran' shall mean a woman who was mar-
ried prior to the effective date of enactment of
this amendment, or 10 or more years, to
the person who served: Provided, That all
marriages shall be proven as valid marriages
according to the law of the place where the
parties resided at the time of marriage or
the law of the place where the parties resided
when the right to compensation or pension
accrued: And provided further, That where
the original date of marriage meets the statu-
tory requirement and the parties were legally
married at date of death of the veteran, the
requirement of the statute as to date of mar-
riage will be regarded as having been met.
Compensation or pension shall not be allowed
a widow who has remarried either once or
more than onece, and where compensation or
pension is properly discontinued by reason of
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remarriage it shall not thereafter be recom-
menced. No compensation or pension shall
be paid to & widow unless there was continu-
ous cohabitation with the person who served
from the date of marriage to date of death,
except where there was a separation which
was due to the misconduct of or procured by
the person who served, without the fault of
the widow.”

Sec. 4. This act shall be effective from the
date of its approval: Provided, That notwith-
standing the repeal of subsections (a) and
(b) of section 1 of Public Law No. 484,
Seventy-third Congress, as amended, con-
tained in section 1 of this act, claims other-
wise payable for a period prior to the effective
date of this act may be ajudicated and
placed on the roll and the benefits of this act
shall be applicable to such claims and those
claims now on the rolls.

Sec. 5. Except to the extent they may con-
flict with the provisions of this act, the pro-
visions of Public Law No. 2, Seventy-
third Congress, March 20, 1933, the Veterans
Regulations promulgated thereunder, and
of Tublic Law No. 144, Seventy-eighth
Congress, July 13, 1943, as now or hereaiter
amended, shall be applicable to this act:
Provided, That no compensation or pension
shall be reduced or discontinued by the
enactment of this act.

Sec. 6. The widow, child, or children of a
veteran who served in World War No. 2 whose
death is not due to service therein, but who
at the time of death was receiving or entitled
to receive pension, compensation, or retire-
ment pay for disability incurred in such
service, or who, having served at least 90
days during such war perlod or having been
discharged for disability incurred in line of
duty during such service, dies or has died
from a disease or disability not service con-
nected and at the time of death had a dis-
ability due to such service for which pension
would be payable if 10 percent or more in
degree, shall be entitled to pension in the
amounts and otherwise subject to the con-
ditions of Public Law No. 484, as amend-
ed: Provided, That for the purposes of this
section the definition of the terms “veteran,"
“widow,” “child or children” shall be those
applicable to World War No. 2 as provided
in Public Law No. 2, Seventy-third Con-
gress, as now or hereafter amended: And pro-
vided further, That section 4, Public Law
No, 312, Seventy-eighth Caongress, is hereby
amended accordingly.

The amendment was agreed to.

The amendment was ordered ty be en-
grossed and the bill to be read a third
time.

The bill, H. R. 1744, was read the third
time and passed.

The title was amended so as to read:
“A bill to provide Government protec-
tion to widows and children of deceased
Warld: War I veterans, and for other pur-

Mr. LA FOLLETTE. Mr. President, 1
ask unanimous consent that the report
which accompanied the bill which has
just been passed be printed in the Recorn
at this point.

There being no objection, the report
(No. 1297) was ordered to be printed in
the REcorp, as follows:

The Committee on Finance, to whom was
referred the bill (H. R. 1744) to provide Gov-
ernment protection to widows and children
of deceased World War No. 1 veterans, hav-
ing econsidered the same, report favorably
thereon with amendments and recommend
that the bill as amended do pass.

1. Amend the title of the bill! to read:

“A bill to provide Government protection
to widows and children of deceased Wi
War No. I veterans, and for other purposes.
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2. Strike out all after the enacting clause
and substitute in lieu thereof the follow-
ing:

“That section 1 of Public Law No. 484, Sev-
enty-third Congress, June 28, 1934, as
. amended, is hereby amended by repealing

subsections (a) and (b) thereof and substi-
tuting the following:

““Sec. 1. (a) The swrviving widow, child, or
children of any deceased person who served
in World War No. 1 before November 12, 1818,
or if the person was serving with the United
Btates military forces in Russia before April
2, 1920, and who was discharged or released
from active service under conditions other
than dishonorable after having served 80
days or more or for disability incurred in
the service in line of duty, or who at time
of death was receiving or entitled to receive
compensation, pension, or retirement pay for
service-connected disability, shall, upon filing
application and such proofs in the Veterans'
Administration as the Administrator of Vet-
erans’ Affairs may prescribe, be entitled to
receive pension as provided by this act.’

“Suc. 2. That section 2 of Public Law No.
484, Beventy-third Congress, as amended, is
hereby amended to read as follows:

“‘Spc. 2. (&) That the monthly rates of
pension shall be as follows: Widow but no
child, $35; widow and one child, $45 (with
$5 for each additional child); no widow but
one child, $18; no widow but two children,
827 (equally divided); no widow but three
children, $36 (equally divided) with 84 for
each additional child (the total amount to
be equally divided).

**(h) The total pension payable under this
section shall not exceed $74. Where such
benefits would otherwise exceed $74, the
amount of §74 may be apportioned as the
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs may pre-
scribe.’

“Sec. 8. That section 8 of Public Law No.
614, Seventy-fifth Congress, May 18, 1938,
15 hereby amended to read as follows:

“‘SEc. 3. On and after the date of enactment
of this act for the purpose of payment of
compensation or pension under the laws ad-
ministered by the Veterans’ Administration,
the term “widow of a World War I vet-
eran” shall mean a women who was married
prior to the effective date of enactment of
this amendment, or 10 or more years, to the
person who served: Provided, That all mar-
riages shall be proven as valid marriages ac-
cording to the law of the place where the
parties resided at the time of marriage or the
law of the place where the parties resided
when the right to compensation or pension
accrued: And provided further, That where
the original date of marriage meets the stat-
utory requirement and the parties were legal-
ly married at date of death of the veteran,
the requirement of the statute as to date
of marriage will be regarded as having been
met. Compensation or pension ghall not be
allowed a widow who has remarried either
once or more than once, and where compen-
sation or pension is properly discontinued by
reason of remarriage it shall not thereafter be
recommenced. No compensation or pension
shall be paid to a widow unless there was
continuous cohabitation with the person who
served from the date of marriage to date of
death, except where there was a separation
which was due to the misconduct of or pro-
cured by the person who served, without the
fault of the widow.’

"SEcC. 4. This act shall be effective from the
date of its approval: Provided, That not-
withstanding the repeal of subsections (a)
and (b) of section 1 of Public Law No. 484,
Beventy-third Congress, as amended, con-
tained in section 1 of this act, claims other-
wise payable for a period prior to the effective
date of this act may be adjudicated and
placed on the roll and the benefits of this act
shall be applicable to such claims and those
claims now on the rolls.
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“Sec. 5. Except to the extent they may con-
fllet with the provisions of this act, the pro-
visions of Public Law No. 2, Seventy-third
Congress, March 20, 1933, the Veterans Reg-
ulations promulgated thereunder, and of
Public Law No. 144, Seventy-eighth Congress,
July 13, 1943, as now or herecfter amended,
shall be applicable to this act: Provided,
That no compensation or pension shall be
reduced or discontinued by the enactment of
this act.

“SEc. 6. The widow, child, or children of a
veteran who served in World War II whose
death is not due to service therein, but who
at the time of death was receiving or en-
titled to receive pension, compensation, or
retirement pay for disability incurred in such
service, or who, having served at least 90
days during such war period or having been
discharged for disability incurred in line of
duty during such service, dies or has died
from & disease or disability not service con-
nected and at the time of death had a dis-
ability due to such service for which pension
would be payable if 10 percent or more in
degree, shall be entitled to pension in the
amounts and otherwise subject to the con-
ditions of Public Law No. 484, as amended:
Provided, That for the purposes of this sec-
tion the definition of the terms “veteran,”
“widow,” “child or children” shall be those
applicable to World War I as provided in
Public Law No. 2, Seventy-third Congress, as
now or hereafter amended: And provided
further, That section 4, Public Law No. 312,
Seventy-eighth Congress, is hereby amended
accordin a4

The report of the Veterans’ Administra-
tion on H. R. 1744 furnished this committee
July 24, 1044, sets forth certain formal de-
fects in the bill H. R. 1744 and the effects
thereof. For the purposes of uniformity and
simplicity of administration it is deemed
advisable to accept, with modifications, the
draft of proposed substitute bill which ae-
companied the report of the Veterans' Ad-
ministration which employs the existing law,
Public Law 484, Beventy-third Congress, as
amended. Changes in the substitute bill,
approved by this committee, other than those
made to clarify and to meet technical objec-
tions are: (1) To integrate the bill with the
new section 6 which preserves the rights for
‘World War No. 2 cases; and (2) to extend
the delimiting marriage date from May 18,
1938, to the date of enactment of the act
rather than 1 year prior thereto as provided
in the substitute bill.

It is necessary to restate the eligibility re-
quirements in the new section 6 pertaining
to World War No. 2 cases, which will have the
effect of reenacting in toto the Public Law
484 provisions for World War No. 2 ecases,
thus preserving all rights granted that group
by section 4 of Public Law 312, Seventy-
eighth Congress, May 27, 1944.

In brief, the bill as reported differs mate-
rially from H. R. 1744 as reported by this com-
mittee in that it adopts the rates for widows
and children at present provided in Public
Law 484, Seventy-third Congress, as amended,
however, Increasing the aggregate limitations
from $64 to $74, which was overlooked when
the rates were increased by Public Law 312,
Beventy-eighth Congress. For convenience
the rates under H. R. 1744 as referred to this
committee and as provided by the bill as re-
ported, are set forth below:

“Rales under H. R. 1744 as passed House of
Representatives
“Widow, but no child
Widow, with 1 child (with ¢4 for each
additional ¢hiM) e 38

No widow, but 1ehild. oo . 15

No widow, but 2 children (equally di-

vided)

No widow, but 8 children (equally

T R I MR e R

With 83 for each additional child; total

amount to be equally divided,
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“The total compensation payable under
this section shall not exceed $64. Where such
benefits would otherwise exceed 64, the
amount of $§64 may be apportioned as the
Administrator of Veterans’' Affairs may pre-
scribe.

“Rates under H. R. 1744 as reported by
Commitiee

“(Identical with Public Law 484, as amended,
with change in aggregate limitation)
“Widow, but no child
Widow, with 1 child (with $5 for each
additional ehild) e~ 45
No widow, but 1 child 18
No widow, but 2 children (equally di-
vided)
No widow,
divided)
With $4 for each additional child (the
total amount to be equally divided.)

“The total compensation payable under
this section shall not exceed §74. Where
such benefits would otherwise exceed $74, the
amount of §74¢ may be apportioned as the
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs may pre-
scriba.”

There are no World War No. 1 cases in
‘which entitlement could be established under
Public Law 484, as amended, where eligibility
could not be established under H. R. 1744 as
reported by this committee and the rates be-
ing identical with those provided in Public
Law 4384, as amended, the need for a separate
act or continuing Public Law 484, as amended,
in its present form, for World War No. 1 cases,
is removed.

As stated in the report of the Veterans' Ad-
ministration on H. R. 1744, the estimated cost
the first year is approximately $31,958,500,
whereas under the substitute Dbill the esti-
mated cost the first year is approximately
$37,496,600. The difference in cost will be
offset to some extent by the material admin-
istrative savings effected in removing the re-
quirement of adjudicating World War No. 1
claims under Public Law 484, as amended, io
determine whether some form of service-
connected disability existed at date of death
as would be necessary if H. R. 1744 were en-
acted in the form in which it was referred
to this committee. Further, as stated in the
report of the Administrator of Veterans’ Af-
fairs, an outright service pension to widows
and children of World War No. 1 veterans has
substantially been accomplished by repeated
liberalizing amendments to Public Law 484,
Seventy-third Congress. Therefore, there
appears to be no sound reason for authorizing
rates other than those now in Public Law
484, as amended.

It will be noted that the substitute bill
proposed by the Veterans' Administration
was furnished this committee after clearance
by the Bureau of the Budget, and that the
only substantial change therein made by the
commiitee is to reject the proposal in section
6 to repeal the provisions of section ¢ of
Public Law 312, Seventy-eighth Congress, May
27, 1944, which granted benefits under Pub-
lic Law 484, as amended, to widows and chil-
dren of World War No. 2 veterans.

The committee determined that the gques-
tlon of altering the rights recently granted
World War No. 2 widows and children is not
involved in the consideration of this par-
ticular bill, H. R. 1744, but one which, when
considered, should be determined on the
basis of separate proposed legislation. i

The report of the Veterans' Administra-
tion, with attachments, follows:

VETERANS' ADMINISTRATION,
Washington 25, July 24, 1944,
Hon. Warter F. GEORGE,
Chairman, Committee on Finance,
United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.
My Dear BenaTor Georee: Further refer-
ence is made to your leiter dated May 22, -

§35

but 3 children (equally
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1944, requesting a report on H. R. 1744, Sav-
enty-eighth Congress, a bill to provide Gov-
ernment protection to widows and children
of deceased World War veterans.

The bill would grant benefits (compensa-
tlon) In the nature of service pension to
widows and children of veterans of World
War No. 1 who entered service prior to No-
vember 12, 1918, or prior to April 2, 1920, if
gervice was in Russia, and were honorably
discharged after having served 80 days or
more, or who, having served less than 80
days, were discharged for disability incurred
in the service in line of duty. Under the bill
the cause of the veteran's death is imma-
terial and there is no requirement similar to
that contained in the act of June 28, 1934
{Public Law 484, 73d Cong.), as amended,
that the veteran shall have had a service-
connected disability at the time of his death.
The rates are the same as those which were
provided in Public Law 484, Seventy-third
Congress, as amended, prior to the recent
amendment of that act by Public Law 312,
Beventy-eighth Congress, approved May 27,
1944, increasing the monthly rates of com-
pensation to those entitled to benefits there-
under and extending such benefits to the
widows and children of World War No. 2 vet-
erans. Payment of benefits under the bill
would be subject to income limitations simi-
lar to those provided in Public Law 484, Sev-
enty-third Congress, as amended.

The term “widow” is defined in the bill as
a person who weas married prior to the date of
the enactment of the act to the person who
served. This definition would extend the de-
limiting marriage date approximately 6
years in World War No. 1 non-service-con-
nected death cases, and since such definition
is not made uniformly applicable to all World
War No. 1 cases, its adoption would create
inequalities as to War War No, 1 service-con-
nected death cases which are governed by the
delimiting marriage date of May 13, 1938, as
well as other reasonable and uniform limita-
tions and requirements as to remarriage, con-
tinuous cohabitation, etc., which are not
made applicable to widows entitled to non-
service-connected death benefits by the pro-
posed legislation.

The definition of the term “child"” as used
in the bill is substantially the same as that
uniformly applied under laws administered
by the Veterans’ Administration except that
under the definition of that term as con-
tained in the proposed legislation, a child
would be eligible to receive benefits there-
under after his or her twenty-first birthday
if attending school until completion of the
course of instruction provided such child en-
tered upon such course prior to his or her
twenty-first birthday.

The effective date of an award of benefits
under the proposed legislation, where ap-
plication for benefits under Public Law 484,
Seventy-third Congress, as amended, is on
file in the Veterans' Administration would be
the date of the enactment of the act and in
all other cases from the date application is
filed in the Veterans' Administration,

If the bill is enacted into law, widows and
children of veterans of World War No. 1 now
barred from receiving death compensation
benefits under Public Law 484, Seventy-third
Congress, as amended, for example, by reason
of the fact thet the veteran did not have a
service-connected disability at the time of
his death or by reason of the delimiting mar-
fiage date or requirement as to continuous
cohabitation applicable to that law, if other-
wise eligible, would be entitled to death com-
pensation benefits at slightly lower rates than
those who meet the requirements of Public
Law 484, Seventy-third Congress, as amended.
It would establish an inequality with respect
to children of World War No. 1 veterans who
entered upon a course of instruction in an
educational institution prior to their twenty-
first birthcay by permitting payments on be=
half of such children thereafter until coms=
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pletion of such course, whereas payments are
made only until the child’s twenty-first birth-
day in other cases under existing laws. With
respect to widows of World War No. 1 vet-
erans, the bill would create numerous in-
equalities by establishing more liberal mari-
tal eligibility requirements in non-service-
connected death cases than those in the
service-connected death cases and would
omit the existing bar pertaining to remar-
ried widows.

The bill would require service of 90 days
and an honorable discharge unless the vet-
eran who served less than 90 days was dis-
charged for a disability incurred in service in
line of duty. Under Public Law 484, Seventy-
third Congress, as amended, benefits are pay-
able irrespective of the length of service of
the veteran, or the cause of his death (and
an honorable discharge is not prerequisite to
entitlement), if the veteran died while re-
celving or entitled to receive compensation,
pension, or retirement pay for 10 percent dis-
ability or more presumptively or direetly in-
curred in or aggravated by service. Benefits
are also payable under that act, as amended,
where the veteran had a service-connected
disability for which compensation would be
payable if such disabllity were 10 percent or
more in degree even though the disability
may be even lower than 1 percent in degree
but to establish entitlement under this pro-
vislon service of 90 days or more and an
honorable discharge are required, unless the
veteran who served less than 90 days was dis-
charged for disability incurred in the service
in line of duty.

The Veterans' Administration does not ob-
ject to legislation providing an outright serv-
ice pension to widows and children of veter-
ans of World War No. 1, which has substan-
tially been accomplished by the numerous
amendments to Public Law 484, Seventy-third
Congress, through liberalization of the origi-
nal requirement that there be a 30-percent
service-connected disability at the time of the
veteran's death, then 20 percent, then 10 per-
cent, until now a service-connected disa-
bility of even less than 1 percent is sufficient
to confer a pensionable status. However,
there are many formal defects in the bill,
H. R. 1744, which render it objectionable, and
it would produce inegualities and adminis-
trative complications. Therefore, enactment
of the bill in its present form is considered
undesirable. These defects in the bill would
be eliminated and the administration of its
provisions greatly simplified if the legisla-
tive proposals were ingrafted into and corre-
lated with existing law as amendments to
Public Law 484, Seventy-third Congress, and
amendments thereto. As a separate enact-
ment, the administrative, definitive, and reg-
ulatory provisions of Public Law 2, Seventy-
third Congress, March 20, 1833, and the Vet-
erans Regulations, es amended, and the penal
and forfeiture provisions of that law would
not be for application to benefits providad for
therein, and the bill makes no provision there-
for. The definitions as contained in the bill,
as stated above, are at variance with those
uniformly applied to benefits payable under
other laws administered by the Veterans'
Administration and would result in numer-
ous inequalities.

There is enclosed for the consideration of
the committee a proposed substitute bill
which would accomplish, through amend-
ments to Public Law 484, Seventy-third Con-
gress, as amended, practically the same pur-
poses as H. R. 1744, and at the same time re-
move the objectionable features of H. R, 1744.
The substitute measure would repeal the eli-
gibility requirements of Public Law 484, Sev-
enty-third Congress, as amended, subject to
certain saving provisions and establish an
outright service pension for widows and chil-
dren of World War No. 1 veterans at the in-
creased rates now payable under that law as
amended by section 2, Public Law 312, Bev-
enty-eighth Congress, approved May 27, 1944,
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It would modify the definition of the term
“widow' as applied to benefits payable under
the proposed legislation and make such
definition uniformly applicable to benefits
payable in World War No. 1 cases under other
laws administered by the Veterans’ Adminis-
tration, and adopt the definition of the term
“child” as applied in existing law. i

Since the eligibility requirement that the
veteran shall have had a service-connected
disability at the time of death would be
repealed and a service pension would be pro-
vided for widows and children of World War
No. 1 veterans, the substitute bill would pro-
vide for a repeal of section 4, Public Law 312,
Seventy-eighth Congress, May 27, 1944, which
extended the benefits provided in Public Law
484, Seventy-third Congress, as amended, to
widows and children of World War No. 2
veterans. It is believed that extension of the
benefits for non-service-connected death to
the widows and children of World War No. 2
veterans, as provided in section 4 of Public
Law 312, which benefits are substantially
service pensions, constituted a precedent by
granting such benefils before termination of
the war. It further introduced complications
in the service-pension program for World War
No. 1 for the reason that the principle upon
which the grant was made must have been
to afford the same benefits to World War No.
2 cases as are afforded World War No. 1 cases,
To follow that principle, it would be neces-
sary to consider including World War No. 2
cases in the bill before the committee. The
granting of an outright service pension to
widows and children of World War No. 2 vet-
erans prior to termination of the present war
presents additional and serious objections.

Sixteen years elapsed after the Armistice of
November 11, 1918, before circumstances ap-
peared to justify the extension of benefits for
non-service-connected deaths to widows and
children of veterans of World War No. 1, and
even then this legislation required that the
veteran must have had a directly service-con-
nected disability disabling to a degree of 30
percent at the time of his death. The Gov-
ernment's first obligation extends to those
disabled in active duty in the military and
naval service and to the dependents of those
who die as the result of the disability so in-
curred. The full extent of the Government's
responsibility in this respect cannot be deter-
mined until after the war has terminated.
The magnitude and the extent of providing
death pension benefits to widows and chil-
dren of veterans of the present war whose
deaths are in no way attributable to their
military or naval service should receive care-
ful and thoughtful study by the Congress.
Heretofore, benefits granted in non-service-
connected cases led to the Economy Act of
March 20, 1233, which resulted in repeal of
such laws and restrictions on the service-
connected group. While service pension to
widows and children of World War No. 1 vet-
erans may be justified at this time, it is
recommended that the draft offered by the
Veterans’ Administration be used and that
section 4 of Public Law 312 be repealed as pro-
vided in that draft, thus leaving the matter
of service pensions for World War No. 2 wid-
ows and children fo be determined in later
years and then considered on the basis of
need and the ability of the Government to
meet the obligation involved.

There is enclosed a comparative analysis
of Public Law 484, Seventy-third Congress, as
amended, and of H. R. 1744 and the proposed
substitute bill.

It is estimated that H. R. 1744 would make
eligible for the benefits provided thereunder,
the dependents of approximately 163,300 de-
ceased World War No. 1 veterans whose deaths
were not due to service at a cost for the first
year of approximately £63,917,000. The sub-
stitute bill would make eligible for benefits
provided thereunder, the dependents of ap-
proximately 162,300 deceased World War No.
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1 veterans whose deaths were not due to serv-
ice at a cost for the first year of approxi-
mately $74,543,000. The lower number of
cases is due to the year's difference in the
delimiting marriage date, and the difference
in cost is due to the higher rates provided
therein. In addition, the uniform marriage
provision in the proposed substitute bill
would bring on the rolls approximately 750
widows of World War No. 1 veterans who died
of a service-connected disability, at an an-
nual cost of 450,000 which would increase
the total estimated cost of the substitute bill
for the first year to $74,903,000.

From experience of the Veterans' Adminis-
tration, it is believed that not more than
vuc-naif of 'tlose enddud-wenl drapel  and
be paid the first year. Therefore, it is esti-
mated that the actual expenditure under
H. R. 1744 would approximate $31,0858,5600 for
the first year, bringing on the rolls the de-
pendents of 81,650 deceased World War No. 1
veterans, and that the actual expenditure
under the substitute bill would approximate
$37,496,600 for the first year, bringing on the
rolls the dependents of 81,625 deceased World
War No. 1 veterans,

The cost quoted for each bill is considered
& minimum as H. R. 1744 may bring on the
rolls in 20 to 25 years a peak load of 730,000
new cases at a cost, for 1 year, of $264,300,000
and the substitute bill may bring on the rolls
more than 700,000 new cases at a cost, for 1
year, of £308,000,000. These groups would be
in addition to those eligible under laws now
in effect.

For the foregoing reasons, the Veterans'
Administration is unable to recommend H. R.
1744 in its present form to the favorable
consideration of your committee, but recom-
mends in lieu thereof the substitute bill as
heretofore explained.

Advice has been recelved from the Bureau
of the Budget that there would be no objec-
tion by that office to the submission of this
report to your committee.

Very truly yours,
Franx T. Hines, Administrator.

A bill to provide Government protection to
widows and children of deceased World
War No 1 veterans, and for other purposes
Be it enacted, etc., That section 1 of Public

Law No. 484, Beventy-third Congress, June

28, 1934, as amended, is hereby amended by

repealing subsections (a) and (b) thereof

and substituting the following:

“Sec, 1. (a) The surviving widow, child, or
children of any deceased person who served
in World War No. 1 before November 12, 1918,
or if the person was serving with the United
States military forces in Russia before April
2, 1920, and who was honorably discharged
after having served 80 days or more or for
disability incurred in the service in line of
duty, shall, upon filing application and such
proofs in the Veterans' Administration as the
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs may pre-
scribe, be entitled to receive pension as pro-
vided by this act.”

Sec. 2. That section 2 of Public Law No.
484, Beventy-third Congress, as amended, is
hereby amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 2. (a) That the monthly rates of pen-
sion shall be as follows: Widow but no child,
$35; widow and one child, $45 (with 85 for
each additional child); no widow but one
child, $18; no widow but two children, #27
(equally divided); no widow but three chil-
dren, $36 (equally divided) with #4 for each
additional child (the total amount to be
equally divided).

“(b) The total pension payable under this
section shall not exceed $74. Where such
benefits would otherwise exceed §74, the
amount of $74 may be apportioned as the
Administrator of Veterans' Affairs may pre-
scribe.”

Sec. 3. That section 38 of Publie Law No.
514, Seventy-fifth Congress, May 13, 1938, is
hereby amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 3. On and after the date of enactment
of this act for the purpose of payment of
compensation or pension under the laws ad-
ministered by the Veterans' Administration,
the term ‘widow of a World War No. 1 vet-
eran’ shall mean a woman who was married
to the person who served 10 or more years
prior to his death, or more than 1 year prior
to the effective date of enactment of this
amendment: Provided, That all marrlages
shall be proven as valid marriages according
to the law of the place where the parties
resided at the time of marriage or the law of
the place where the parties resided when the
right to compensation or pension accrued:
And provided further, That where the original

ment and the parties were legally married at
date of death of the veteran, the requirement
of the statute as to date of marriage will be
regarded as having been met. Compensation
or pension shall not be allowed a widow who
has remarried either once or more than once,
and where compensation or pensiomr is prop-
erly discontinued by reason of remarriage it
shall not thereafter be recommenced. No
compensation or pension shall be paid to a
widow unless there was continuous cohabita-
tion with the person who served from the
date of marriage to date of death, except
where there was a separation which was due
to the misconduct of or procured by the per-
son who served, without the fault of the
widow."

BEc. 4. This act shall be effective from the
date of its approval: Proviced, That not-
withstanding the repeal of subsections (a)
and (b) of section 1 of Public Law No. 484,
Seventy-third Congress, as amended, con-
tained in section 1 of this act, claims based
on World War No. 1 service otherwise pay-
able for a period prior to the effective date
of this act may be adjudicated and placed on
the roll and the benefits of this act shall be
applicable to such claims and those claims
now on the rolls.

Sec, 5. Except to the extent they may con~
flict with the provisions of this act, the pro-
visions of Public Law No. 2, Seventy-third
Congress, March 20, 1933, and the Veterans
Regulations as now or hereafter amended,
and of Public Law No. 144, Beventy-eighth
Congress, July 13, 1943, shall be applicable to
this act: Propided, That no compensation or
pension shall be reduced or discontinued by
the enactment of this act.

SEC. 6. Section 4 of Public Law No. 312,
Beventy-eighth Congress, May 27, 1944, is
hereby repealed: Provided, That claims based
on World War No. 2 service which have been
adjudicated and allowed under such repealed
provision prior to the effective date of this
act shall not be affected by such repeal.

COMPARATIVE ANALYSIS OF H. R. 1744, PUBLIC
LAW 484, SEVENTY-THIRD CONGRESS, AS
AMENDED, AND PROPOSED SUBSTITUTE BILL
Section 1 of Public Law 484, Seventy-third

Congress, June 28, 1934, as amended by sec-

tion 1 of Public Law 198, Seventy-sixth Con-

gress, July 19, 1839, provides in subsection

(a) for payment of compensation to the

widow, child, or children of a deceased World

War No. 1 veteran who served in World War

No. 1 before November 12, 1918, or before April

2, 1920, if service was in Russia, Irrespective

of the length of his service, whose death was

not seryice-connected but who was recelving
or entitled to receive compensation, pension,
or retirement pay for service-connected dis-
ability 10 percent or more in degree at the
time of his death., An honorable discharge
1s not prerequisite to entitlement, and the re-
quirements as to discharge are those con=-
tained in section 23 of the World War Veter-
ans’ Act, 1924, as amended; and in subsection

(b) for payment of compensation to the

widow, child, or children of a deceased World

War No. 1 veteran who served in World War

pedeic of-marciage mest 1 thogiztvicsn orqtirea.

No. 1 before November 13, 1918, or before

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

8751

April 2, 1920, if service was in Russia, for a pe-
riod of 80 days or more and who was honor-
ably discharged from service, or who having
served less than 90 days was discharged for
disability incurred in service in line of duty
and who at the time of his death from
non-service-connected disability, had a serv-
ice-connected disability for which com-
pensation would be payable if the dis~
ability were 10 percent or more in de-
gree. Subsection (c¢), as amended by sec-
tion 11 of Public Law 144, Seventy-eighth
Congress, July 13, 1943, provides an income
limitation of $1,000 as to any widow without
child, or a child, and $2,5600 as to a widow
with child or children. In determining an-

Btates Government because of disability or
death under laws administered by the Veter-
ans' Administration may not be considered,
and where payments to a widow are disal-
lowed or discontinued by reason of this in-
come limitation, payments to a child or chil-
dren may be made as though there is no
widow,

Section 1 of H. R. 1744 provides for pay-
ment of death compensation to the widow,
child, or children of a World War No. 1 vet-
eran whose death was not due to service
under the same service requirements as in
subsection (b) above, that is, 80 days or more
gervice before November 12, 1918, or before
April 2, 19820, If service was in Russia, and
an honorable discharge unless the veteran
having served less than 90 days was dis-
charged for line of duty disability. It con-
tains the same income limitation as in (c)
above, but in determining annual income
provides that payments of war-risk term in-
surance, United States Government life (con-
verted) insurance, and payments under the
World War Adjusted Compensation Act, as
amended, and the Adjusted Compensation
Payment Act, 1836, shall not be considered.
This provision is less liberal in that it does
not inciude national service life insurance
or take into consideration future benefits
which may be paid under laws administered
by the Veterans' Administration. It does not
protect payments to a child or children
where payments to the widow are disallowed
or discontinued as in (c) above.

Bection 1 of the substitute bill would re-
peal the eligibility requirements as contained
in subsections (a) and (b) of section 1,
Public Law 484, Beventy-third Congress, as
amended, and substitute a new subsection
(a) providing for payment of death-pension
benefits to the widow, child, or children of &
deceased World War No. 1 veteran who was
honorably discharged after having served 90
days or more in World War No. 1 prior to
November 12, 1918, or April 2, 1920, if service
was in Russia, or who having served less than
BP0 days, was discharged for disability in-
curred in the service in line of duty and
whose death was not due to service, thus
adopting the service requirements of H. R.
1744 and eliminating the requirement that
the veteran have a service-connected disa-
bility at the time of his death. The benefits
are designated pension rather than compen-
eation, which is the term generally applied
under laws administered by the Veterans' Ad-
ministration in World War No. 1 cases to ben-
efits payable for service-connected disability
or death. Subsection (c¢) of section 1, Public
Law 484, Seventy-third Congress, as amended,
would not be disturbed and the more liberal
income limitation as prescribed therein
would be for application rather than the
income limitation contained in H. R. 1744.

Section 2 of Public Law 484, Beventy-third
Congress, as amended by section 2 of Public
Law 198, SBeventy-sixth Congress, July 19,
1039, prescribed the monthly rates of compen-
sation payable under that act subject to a
limitation of $64 on the total amount payable
to a widow and children, or children alone.

L_:I‘he monthly rates were recently increased by
I

A9l ngoma. sny paxmenfa hy.the TUnited. .
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section 2, Public Law 812, Seventy-eighth
Congress, May 27, 1944, but no change was
made in the $64 limitation which is still for
application. H. R. 1744 provides for payment
of compensation at the same rates as those
prescribed in section 2 of Public Law 198,
Seventy-sixth Congress, which are as fol-
lows:

‘Widew, but no child_ oo $30
Widow, 1 child (with 84 for each addi-

A L T D e e 38
No widow, 1 child = 15

No widow, 2 children (equally divided)_.. 22
No widow, 3 children (equally divided)
with £3 for each additicnal child (total
amount equally divided) - ccceemmeeunn 30
Total amount may not exceed._ .. __-___. 64
The proposed substitute bill would adopt
the increased rates provided in section 2 of
Public Law 312, Seventy-eighth Congress, and
increase the limitation on the total amount
payable from £64 to §74. The monthly rates
provided in section 2, Public Law 312, Sev-
enty-eighth Congress, are as follows:
Widow, but-no ohlld. . o e e e
Widow, 1 child (with $5 for each addi-
tional child).. 45
Mo widow. Tehtld o i aaiana 18
No widow, 2 children (equally divided)_. 2
No widow, 3 children (equally divided)
with 84 for each additional child (total
amount equally divided) ________———-- 36
Section 3 of Public Law 484, Seventy-third
Congress, June 28, 1934, in subsections (a),
(b), and (¢) defines the terms *person who
served,” “widow,” and *“child,"” respectively.
H. R. 1744 defines the term *‘person who en-
tered service” in substantially the same lan=
guage as the term “person who served” is de-
fined in subsection (a). The substitute bill
would not disturb the definition of the term
“person who served” as contained in subsec-
tion (a). BSubsection (b) defining the term
“widow” has been modified by section 3 of
Public Law 514, Seventy-fifth Congress, May
13, 1938, which defines the term "widow of a
World War No. 1 veteran,” Under this defini-
tion, applicable to all World War No. 1 widows,
sgervice-connected and non-service-connected
death, there is a provision relating to proof
as to the validity of marriage and a dellmit-
ing marriage date, May 13, 1938; also a re-
quirement of continuous cohabitation from
date of marriage to date of death of the vet-
eran except where there was a separation
which was due to the misconduct of or pro-
cured by the veteran without fault of the
widow. It also provides that compensation
may not be allowed to a widow who has re-
married either once or more than once, and
where compensation is properly discontinued
by reason of remarriage it may not thereafter
be recommenced. Under H. R. 1744 the term
“widow" is defined to mean a person who was
married prior to the date of enactment of the
proposed legislation and it also contains a
provision relating to proof of marriages iden-
tical with that contained in the existing law.
The substitute bill would define the term
“widow of a World War No. 1 veteran" for the
purpose of payment of compensation or pen-
sion to the widow of a World War No. 1 vet-
eran under any of the laws administered by
the Veterans’ Administration, thus establish-
ing uniformity, as a woman who was married
to the person who served 10 or more years
prior to his death or more than 1 year prior
to enactment of the proposed legislation.
The 10-year rule as recommended by the
Veterans' Administration was approved in
recent legislation pertaining to service pen-
sions of widows of Indian war veterans and
is also incorporated in H. R. 86, Seventy-
eighth Congress, now pending in the Senate,
which would grant service pension to certain
Civil War widows not entitled to service pen-
slons under existing laws because of the de-
limiting marriage date of June 27, 1905, Pen-
sion is also provided in the substitute bill
for widows who were married “more than 1
year prior to date of enactment of this
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emendment,” thus extending, in effect, the
World War No. 1 delimiting marriage date
approximately 6 years in order that marked
injustices may not result from substitution
of the 10-year marriage rule, The first pro-
viso follows the existing law as well as H. R.
1744, relative to proof as to the validity of
marriages but modifies this provision to pre-
vent injustices which result from application
of this provision In certain cases where the
original date of marriage meets the statutory
requirement but where the parties were di-
vorced and later remnarried subsequent to the
delimiting marriage date. The provisions in
existing law relating to continuous cohabita-

tion and remarriage of the widow are con-

talned in effect to prevent inequalities and
establish uniformity in laws administered by
the Veterans' Administration.

Subsection (¢) of section 3 of Public Law
484, Seventy-third Congress, as amended, has
been modified by application of section 1,
Public Law 144, Seventy-eighth Congress,
July 13, 1943, making the administrative,
definitive, and regulatory provision of Public
Law 2, Seventy-third Congress, March 20,
1933, and the Veterans Regulations as now
or hereafter amended, applicable to benefits
provided under Public Law 434, Seventy-third
Congress, as amended, hence the definition of
the term “child” as contained in paragraph
VI, Veterans Regulation No. 10 BSeries, is
applicable to benefits under this law, as well
as under other laws administered by the Vet-
erans’ Administration. The definition of the
term “child” as contained in H. R. 1744, is
substantially the same as that contained in
paragraph VI, Veterans Regulation No. 10
Beries, except that under the definition of
that term in the bill a child would be eligible
to receive benefits thereunder after his or her
twenty-first birthday if attending an ap-
proved educational institution until comple-
tion of the course of instruction entered upon
prior to his or her twenty-first birthday.
Under the substitute bill the definition of
the term “child” as contained in existing law
would not be disturbed.

Section 4 of Public Law 484, Seventy-third
Congress, as amended by section 3 of Public
Law 198, Seventy-sixth Congress, July 19,
1939, relates to proof and degree of disability
and service connection thereof for which no
provision is made or is necessary in H. R. 1744,
This section would become inoperative under
the substitute bill except as to cases saved
from repeal of section 1 (a) and (b) of that
act, hereinafter mentioned,

Section 5 of Public Law 484, Seventy-third
Congress, June 28, 1934, relates to the effective
date of payments under that act and was
modified by section 6, Public Law 304,
Seventy-fifth Congress, October 16, 1937, and
applicable Veterans Regulations under which
awards of death compensation are made ef-
fective from date of death of the World War
No. 1 veteran if claim is filed within 1 year
from date of death, otherwise from date of
receipt of application in the Veterans' Ad-
ministration, H. R. 1744 provides that pay-
ments shall be eflective from date of
enactment thereof in all cases where appli-
cation under Public Law 484, Seventy-third
Congress, as amended, is on file in the Vet-
erans’ Administration prior to such date of
enactment, which would cover pending cases
not then adjudicat>d, and that in all other
cases payments shall be made from date
application is filed in the Veterans' Admin-
istration. This latter provision would create
an inequality as to claims filed within 1 year
from the date of the veteran's death in that
payment could not be made from the date of
the veteran's death. The proposed substi-
tute bill provides that the act shall be ef-
fective from the date of its approval with
a proviso that notwithstanding the repeal
of subsections (a) and (b) of section 1 of
Public Law 484, Beventy-third Congress, as
amended, contaiped in section 1 of the prg-

DECEMBER 4

posed legislation, claims hbased on World
War No. 1 service otherwise payable for a
period prior to the effective date of the act
may be adjudicated and placed on the roll
and that the benefits of the act shall be ap-
plicable to such claims and to those claims
now on the rolls. Under this proviso, those
now on the rolls and those whose claims
are adjudicated and placed on the rolls under
this savings provision would receive compen-
sation at the rates provided under laws in
effect prior to enactment of the substitute
bill for any period prior to the date of ap-
proval thereof and the benefits of the pro-
posed legislation thereafter. Claims which
may be adjudicated and placed on the rolls
under this savings provision include claims
based on World War No. 1 service on file in
the Veterans' Administration which are
pending and which have not been adjudicated
prior to date of approval of the substitute
bill and claims based on World War No, 1
service filed thereafter within 1 year from
date of the veteran's death which occurred
prior to the date of approval of the substi-
tute bill and which would otherwise be pay-
able for a period prior to that date, i. e,
from the date of death of the veteran., As
to all other claims based on World War
No. 1 service, section 6 of Public Law 304,
Beventy-fifth Congress, and the Veterans
Regulations would be controlling and pay-
ment would be made from date of the vet-
eran's death if claim is filed within 1 year
from date of death, otherwise from date
of receipt of application in the Veterans'
Administration.

Section 6 of Public Law 484, Seventy-third
Congress, as added by section 1 of Public
Law 866, Seventy-sixth Congress, October 17,
1940, relates to recovery of overpayments
under the provisions of the act and if the
substitute bill is adopted this section would
remain in full force and effect but there is
no provision making it applicable to benefits
provided under H. R. 1744.

Under section 9 of Public Law 304, Seventy-
fifth Congress, October 16, 1937, and section
1 of Public Law 144, Seventy-eighth Congress,
the penal and forfeiture provisions and the
administrative, definitive, and regulatory
provisions of Public Law 2, Seventy-third
Congress, and the Veterans Regulations as
amended, are made applicable to benefits
provided under Public Law 484, Seventy-third
Congress, as amended, but to insure applica-
tion of such provisions, section 5 of the sub-
stitute bill contains the provision that except
to the extent they may conflict with the pro-
posed legislation the provisions of Public
Law 2, Seventy-third Congress, March 20,
1933, and the Veterans Regulations as now
or hereafter amended, and of Public Law
144, Seventy-eighth Congress, July 13, 1943,
ghall be applicable thereto. It also provides
that no compensation or pensicon shall be
reduced or discontinued by the enactment
of the proposed legislation. H. R. 1744 con-
tains no such provisions.

Section 6 of the substitute bill would re-
peal section 4 of Public Law 312, Seventy-
eighth Congress, extending the benefits of
Public Law 484, Seventy-third Congress, as
amended, to widows and children of veterans
of World War No. 2, but contains a saving
provision as to claims based on World War
No. 2 service which have been adjudicated
and allowed under such repealed provision
prior to the effective date of enactment of
the proposed legislation.,

EXECUTIVE SESSION
Mr. HILL, I move that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of execu-
tive business,
The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration

of executive business,
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EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore laid before the Senate executive
messages from the President of the
United States, which were referred to the
appropriate committees.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. HATCH, from the Committee on
the Judiclary:

Aloysius J. Connor, of New Hampshire, to
be United States district judge for the dis-
trict of New Hampshire, vice George F. Morris,
retired.

By Mr. WALSH of Massachusetts, from the
Committee on Naval Affairs:

Capt. Frederick W. McMahon, United States
Navy, to be a commodore in the Navy, for
temporary service, to continue while serving
as chief of staff and alde to Commander,
Air Force, United States Pacific Fleet; and

‘Capt. Howard B. Mecleary, United States
Navy, retired, to be a commodore in the Navy,
on the retired list, for temporary service, to
continue while serving as commanding offi-
cer, United States naval advance base, Espi-
ritu Santo.

By Mr. McKELLAR, from the Committee
on Post Offices and Post Roads:

Sundry postmasters.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. If there be no further reports of
committees, the clerk will state the nom-
inations on the calendar.

THE ARMY—NOMINATIONS PASSED OVER

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations in the Army, which
nominations had been previously passed
over.

Mr. HILL,. Mr. President, the Senate
Committee on Military Affairs will meet
in the morning to consider all Army
nominations. In view of that fact, I ask
that these nominations be passed over.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the Army
nominations will be passed over.

PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations in the United States
Public Health Service.

Mr. HILL. I ask that the nominations
in the Public Health Service he con-
firmed en bloc.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomina-
tions in the United States Public Health
Service are confirmed en bloc.
POSTMASTER—NOMINATION REPORTED

ADVERSELY

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Rachel Elgiva McCracken to be
postmaster at Galt, Mo., which had been
reported adversely.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The question is, Will the Senate
advise and consent to this nomination?

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President, there ison
the calendar one unfavorable report on a
postmaster nomination. I understood
that it was a matter in which the junior
Senator from Missouri [Mr, TRUMAN]
was interested, and that the request was
to be made that the nomination be
passed over until his return.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

Mr. HILL., Mr. President, let me say
to the distinguished Senator from Maine
that the Senator from Missouri wishes
that the recommendation of the Com-
mittee on Post Offices and Post Roads be
sustained by the Senate. Unless there
is objection—

Mr. WHITE. Mr. President; I shall
have to object to the consideration of the

-nomination at this time.

Mr. HILL. I ask that the nomination
be passed over.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the nomina-
tion will be passed over.

POSTMASTERS—FAVORAELF, REPORTS

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations of postmasters
which had been favorably reported.

Mr. HILL. Mr, President, I ask that
the nominations of postmasters which
have been favorably reported be con-
firmed en blce.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore, Without objection, the postmas-
ter nominations favorably reported are
confirmed en bloe.

That completes the calendar.

Mr, HILL, I ask that the President be
immediately notified of all nominations
confirmed today.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, the President
will be notified forthwith,

RECESS

Mr, HILL. I move that the Senate
take a recess until 12 o’clock noon,
tomorrow. .

The motion was agreed to; and (at 5
o’cleck and 10 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess until tomorrow, Tuesday,
December 5, 1944, at 12 o’clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS .

Executive nominations received by the
Senate December 4 (legislative day of
November 21), 1944:

DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Joseph C. Grew, of New Hampshire, to be
Under Secretary of State,

Nelson A, Rockefeller, of New York, to be
an Assistant Secretary of State.

W. L. Clayton, of Texas, to be an Assistant
Becretary of State.

Archibald MacLeish, of Virginia, to be an
Assistant Secretary of State.

DIPLOMATIC AND FOREIGN SERVICE

James Hugh Keeley, Jr., of California, now
a Forelgn Service officer of class 1 and & sec-
retary In the Diplomatic Service, to be also
a consul general of the United States of
Arherica,

‘Willlam E. DeCourcy, of Texas, now a For-
eign Service officer of class 2 and a secretary
in the Diplomatic Service, to be also a consul
general of the United States of America.

Hartwell Johnson, of South Carolina, now
& Fareign Service officer of class 7 and a seCre-
tary in the Diplomatic Service, to be also a
consul of the United States of Amerlea.

Harry M. Donaldson, of Pennsylvania, now
a Foreign Service officer of class 7 and a sec-
retary in the Diplomatic Service, to be also
a consul of the United States of America.

The following-named persons, now Foreign
Service officers of class 3 and secretaries in
the Diplomatic Service, to be also consuls
general of the United States of America:

Albert M. Doyle, of Michigan,

Paul P. Steintorf, of Virginia,
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The following-named persons, now Foreign
Service officers of class 4 and secretaries in the
Diplomatic Service, to be also consuls gen-
eral of the United States of America:

Lewis Clark, of Alabama.

William M. Gwynn, of California.

Paul C. Squire, of Massachusetts,

James R. Wilkinson, of Wisconsin,

The following-named persons to be For-
eign Service officers, unclassified, vice con-
suls of career, and secretaries in the Diplo-
matic Service of the United States of
America:

A. John Cope, Jr., af Utah.

J. Ramon Solana, of North Caroclina,

Robert M. Taylor, of Washington, now a
Foreign Bervice officer of class 7 and a secre-
tary in the Diplomatic Service, to be also a
consul of the United Btates of America.

CoMPTROLLER OF CUSTOMS
Charles F. Murphy, of Jamaica Plain, Mass.,
to be comptroller of customs in customs col-
lection district No. 4, with headquarters at
Boston, Mass., to fill an existing vacancy.

CoLLECTOR OF CuUsTOMS

Victor Russell, of Port Arthur, Tex., to be
collector of customs for customs collection
district No. 21, with headquarters at Port
Arthur, Tex. (Reappointment.)

RESISTER OF LanDp OFFICE

Mrs. Grace Gavin Lewis, of Oregon, to be
register of the land office at The Dalles,
Creg., vice William F. Jackson, resigned.

CoasT AND GEODETIC BURVEY

The following-named employees of the
Coast and Geodetic Survey to the position
indicated:

Willlam B. Page to be junior hydrographic
and geodetic engineer with rank of lleutenant
(junior grade) In the Coast and Geodetic
Survey from the 10th day of September 1944,

Norman Porter to be junior hydrographic
and geodetic engineer with rank of lleutenant
(junior grade) in the Coast and Gecdetic
Survey from the 1st day of October 1944.

PROMOTIONS IN THE REGULAR ARMY OF THE
UNITED STATES :

To be first lieutenant with rank from
December 11, 1944
Second Lt. Eenneth Oswald Due, Quarter-
master Corps (temporary captain), subject
to examination required by law.

MEDICAL CORPS
To be majors

Capt. Joseph Sibley Cirlot, Medieal Corps
(temporary lieutenant colonel), with rank
from December 6, 1944,

Capt. Richard Howard Eckhardt, Medical
Corps (temporary colonel), with rank from
December 10, 1944,

Capt, John Mars Caldwell, Jr, Medical
Corps (temporary colonel), with rank from
December 10, 1944,

Capt. Charles Parmalee Ward, Medical
Corps (temporary colonel), with rank from
December 10, 1944,

Capt. Elmer Arthur Lodmell, Medical Corps
(temporary lieutenant colonel), with rank
from December 10, 1944,

Capt. Lester Paul Velgel, Medical Corps
(temporary lleutenant colonel), with rank
from December 10, 1944,

Capt. George Lewls Beatty, Medical Corps
(temporary lieutenant colonel), with rank
from December 10, 1944,

Capt. Harold Irvin Amory, Medical Corps
(temporary colonel), with rank from Decem-
ber 10, 1944,

Capt. John Albert Egan, Medical Corps
(temporary leutenant colonel), with rank
from December 10, 1944,

Capt. George Gustavo Guiteras, Medical
Corps (temporary leutenant colonel), with
rank from December 10, 1944,
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Capt. Edgar Louis Olson, Medical Corps
(temporary colonel), with rank from Decem-
ber 10, 1944,

' Capt. Charles Edwards Spellman, Medical
Corps (temporary lieutenant colonel), with
rank from December 10, 1944,

Capt. Joe Harrell, Medical Corps (tempo-
rary colonel), with rank from December 27,
1044,

To be captain

First Lt. Bruce Hardy Bennett, Medical
Corps (temporary major), with rank from
August 26, 1944,

PHARMACY CORPS
To be lieutenant colonel

Maj. Edward Martin Wones, Pharmacy
Corps (temporary leutenant colonel), with
rank from December 22, 1944,

CHAPLAINS
To be colonel
Chaplain (Lt. Col.) Willis Timmons How-

ard, United States Army (temporary colonel),
with rank from December 25, 1944,

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate December 4 (legislative day
of November 21), 1944:

Uritep StaTeEs Pusric HEALTH SERVICE
APPOINTMENTS AND PROMOTIONS IN THE
REGULAR CORPS
To be assistant surgeons, effective date of
oath of office
Raymond F. Corpe
Reuben B. Widmer

To te temporary passed assistant surgeons,
effective dates indicated
William R. Rosanoff, October 1, 1944,
David F. Bradley, November 1, 1944,

To be temporary surgeons, effective dates
indicated
Waldron M. Sennott, October 1, 1844,
Edwin N. Hesbacher, November 1, 1944,
William 8. Baum, November 1, 1944.

To be temporary senior surgeons, effective
November 1, 1944
John D. Lane, Jr.
Robert K. Maddock
Charles R. Mallary

To be sanitary engineer directors, eflective
dates indicated
Frank R. Shaw, December 18, 1944.
Howard N. Old, December 15, 1944.

To be dental surgeons, effective dates
indicated

Robert H. Moore, November 16, 1944.
_ Prank E. Law, December 24, 1944.

To be senior dental surgeons, effective
December 1, 1944

Frederick W. Harper
Pendleton J. Slaughter

POSTMASTERS
MISSOURIL

Everett L. Griffin, Aldrich,

Clara M. Moore, Avondale.
EKatherine E. Feldmann, Baldwin.
Nellie Hamilton, Berkeley.

Edna Walters, Brownington.
Wade H. Manning, Chula.

Julia 5. Dodge, Commerce.

James D, Elkins, Dixon.

Melvin D. Hammmons, Dunnegan,
John 8. Vickers, Ewing.

Mellle E. Coffee, Fairview.
Chester Alan Platt, Jefferson City.
Josephine B. Diges, Jonesburg.
Myron G. Mann, Kidder.

Alice F. Paddack, Kingsville.
Garnet Chappell, Louisiana.
Mabel E. Trosper, Ludlow.

Juanita R. Gross, Maryland Heights.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Jesse H, Letton, Mindenmines,
Otis C. Mackey, Morrisville.
Samantha Wilkinson, Patterson.
Paul J. Casey, Potosi.
Frank B. Miller, Queen City.
Thomas 8. Clayton, Raymondville,
Earl A. Blakely, Revere.
John T. Harrison, Stark City.
Nadine-Smith, Tina.
Edward Francis Gorman, Jr., Wentworth.
Allien B. Alderson, Wyatt.
NEW MEXICO
Jesse L, Truett, Artesia.
John D, Lane, Lake Arthur,
Biddie N. Harrelson, Mesilla Park,
Demetrio P. Roybal, Pecos.
Ruth Dorbandt Ware, Rincon.
NEW YORK
Alexander R. Enowlton, Rexford.

OKLAHOMA
Albert W. Shook, South Coffeyville,

OREGON

Beatrice I. Scoggins, Arlington,
Virgie R. Bradley, Aumsville.
‘Walter F. Petersen, Lapine.
James R. Sandford, North Plains,
Lorena Lane Bounds, Ordnance.
Mary E. Grieve, Prospect.
Veva I. Hendricks, Seneca.
SOUTH CAROLINA
Robert R. Du Rant, Jr., Manning.
Jackson L. Flake, Swansea.
Katherine M. Ward, Wampee,

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Moxpay, DEcEMBER 4, 1944

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. James Shera Mont-
gomery, D. D., offered the following
prayer:

Come, Holy Spirit, Heavenly Dove; lift
us above all strife and give us Thy peace
within. We pray that we may not be
victims of paralyzing fear and awkward-
ness; in Thy light may we see light, and
in Thy love may we breathe hope. Infuse
our spirits with sound wisdom to meet the
emergencies which may confront us with
mental and spiritual firmness which sig-
nify the secret of strength and courage.

O peace of God, mighty as the power
which hides in the birth of the morning,
come and dwell among the nations lest
they be severed and destroyed. Grant
that our citizens may understand fully
that the healthiest life for our Republic
is the life of service. Persuade us that
if we are to preserve our own spiritual
growth we must bring vigor and grace
to others. In integrity of soul, in calm-
ness of a conquering faith, help us to
sacrifice and labor on until the light of
peace breaks from the eternal hills. Help
us to lift up the feeble hands that hang
down and strengthen the tottering feet
which are going the way of this scarred
earth. Deliver our hearts from the bonds
of selfishness and enable us to yield our-
selves to the Son of Man who inscribes
on His mind and heart the names of His
children everywhere., In Thy holy name.
Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of
Friday, December 1, 1944, was read and
approved,
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MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Frazier, its legislative clerk, announced
that the Senate had passed a joint reso-
lution of the following title, in which
the concurrence of the House is re-
quested:

8. Con. Res. 56. Joint resolution authoriz-
ing the acceptance of a bust of Hon. Cordell
Hull, former Secretary of State.

The message also announced that the
Senate insists upon its amendment to the
bill (H. R. 3732) entitled “An act to re-
peal the prohibition against the filling of
a vacancy in the office of district judge
in the district of New Jersey’’; disagreed
to by the House; agrees to the conference
asked by the House on the disagreeing
votes of the two Houses thereon, and
appoints Mr., HarcH, Mr, CHANDLER, and
Mr. Danaser to be the conferees on the
part of the Senate.

RESIGNATION OF MEMBER i

The SPEAKER laid before the House
the following communication, which
was read:

WasHINGTON, D. C.,
December 3, 1944,
Speaker Sam RAYBURN,
House of Representatives,
Washington, D. C.

DEeAR SPEAKER RAYBURN: I have transmitted
to the Governor of Tennessee my resignation
as a Member of the Seventy-eighth Congress,
effective Monday, December 4. This actlon
will not affect my membership in the Sev-
enty-ninth Congress to which I have been
duly elected and in which I expect to serve.

A copy of my letfer to Governor Cooper is
attached hereto.

Bincerely yours,
ALBERT GORE,
Member of Congress.

ACCEPTANCE OF BUST OF HON. CORDELL
HULL

The SPEAKER. The Chair recognizes
the gentleman from Tennessee [Mr.
CooPER].

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, on behalf
of the entire Tennessee delegation in the
House of Representatives, I ask unani-
mous consent to take from the Speaker'’s
desk Senate Concurrent Resolution 56 for
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concufring), That the Joint
Committee on the Library is hereby author-
ized and directed to accept, on behalf of the
Congress of the United States, a bust of Hon.
Cordell Hull, Secretary of State, formerly a
Member of the House of Representatives and
of the United States Senate from the State
of Tennessee, presented by the Cumberland
(Md.) Evening and Sunday Times, and to
cause such bust, executed by George Conlon,
sculptor, to be placed in a suitable location
in the United States Capitol.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the present consideration of the resolu-
tion?

There was no objection.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

REPORT OF BOARD OF VISITORS TO THE

UNITED STATES MERCHANT MARINE

ACADEMY

Mr. BLAND. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-

| .imous consent to file for printing in the
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